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Phase 15-03 Borough Green – Wye Road 
Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Support 

“I confirm that I support the proposal to new "No waiting at any time" parking restrictions 

(double yellow lines) on our road, firstly due to the fact when there are so many cars at the 

entrance to Wye Road, you cannot see down the road to see if it is clear to proceed which 

often results in having to reverse due to an oncoming vehicle thus causing hazards with 

vehicles behind. Secondly and more importantly, people ignore the current restrictions on the 

entrance to Wye Road, especially during Wrotham School pick up times, resulting in cars 

then having to squeeze through, but definitely leaving no room for larger vans or emergency 

vehicles on such a tight bend in this instance. Maybe a traffic warden visit between 2:30pm 

to 3:15pm one day!!” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Support 

“I live at REDACTED Eaglestone Close, Borough Green, I received a letter regarding the 

proposed double yellow lines to be put on the bend of Wye Road, which although it does not 

affect me , I totally agree. I also feel that at the beginning of Tolsey Mead there is a double 

yellow for a very short distance then nothing.  I know people park there who work down the 

road for the day after the double yellow line stops and at 3pm you get all the mums parking 

either side which can then be very tricky driving in or out of the road at this particular time, 

could a traffic warden be available some days at this time, or alternatively no parking 

between 3pm and 4pm.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Support 

“The plan to put double yellow lines at the entrance to Wye Road is long overdue, due to 

commuters and local workers making the entrance to Wye Road very dangerous when 

coming in. I only hope the new restrictions when they come will be enforced.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Support 

“I support the Borough Council's proposal for changes to the on- street parking 

arrangements for Wye Road, Annetts Hall and Tolsey Mead area, Borough Green, 

Sevenoaks show on plan DD607-03-PM” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Support 



Phase 15 - Annex 4 Formal Consultation Responses 

 

“I would like to support the plan for the double yellow lines to be extended along Wye Road 

as the corner after Tolsey Mead is very dangerous sometimes, especially around school pick 

up/drop off times.  However my concern is that this will just move the problem further along 

the road towards  Annetts Hall and we will have the same problem but just further along.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Support 

“I write to support the proposals under DD607-03-PM Brough Green - Wye Road.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Support 

“The proposal to have double yellow lines on the bend of Wye Road is a good one. However, 

I feel it may increase the amount of non-resident parking in Tolsey Mead which is already a 

problem at times. How is this to be monitored? There are already double yellow lines at the 

entrance to Tolsey Mead which are frequently parked on and sometimes all day and 

overnight. People are aware that no one monitors the area and are therefore very unlikely to 

receive a parking fine!” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Support 

“Road isn’t wide enough to have cars parked on a blind bend, larger vehicles have to mount 

pavement to get through.Proposed line extension is probably slightly longer than needed but 

will be better and safer than current situation.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Support 

“The extension of the double yellow lines is a good idea. I would have preferred the whole 

estate to have parking restrictions as it is extremely dangerous when walking (especially at 

night) due to the persistent poor parking of residents who think it is acceptable to park on 

pavements and force many of us to have to walk in the middle of the road. Please also 

consider increasing restrictions on this estate as there are multiple blind corners where 

people frequently park (such as where Wye Road transitions into Annetts Hall). This is 

probably not a popular request for many of the residents on the estate, but I suggest it due to 

safety concerns of both pedestrians and motorists. Also, on many occasions I have driven 

through the estate and found only just enough space for my car to squeeze between 2 

poorly parked vehicles on either side of the road, which would not have been wide enough 

for emergency vehicles to pass through.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Support 

“Coming from Wye Road going towards Wrotham Road it’s currently impossible to see any 

vehicles coming into the estate and parked cars make it even more dangerous. To have the 

whole road width available around the bends, as proposed by the Council, would 

dramatically improve the current obstacle race and make it much safer for all.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Support 

“Parking on the bend of wye road is dangerous” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 
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View Object 

“We believe that to have double yellow lines so far down the road will impact greatly on all of 

the residents in Wye Road. If anything, maybe extend the lines for the length of one more 

car.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“There is no impact in traffic in Wye Road as this is not a through road. Nearly everyone has 

objected to this. This is a quiet road. Where will friends and family park when they come to 

visit me? Would you like this outside your house? I do not agree with this at all.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“Although looking at your map I am not affected by this but it will only make people park 

further in to the estate, which will then affect me.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“The main road would become extremely busy at peak times. We believe the proposals are 

unnecessary.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“Firstly I am OBJECTING to this stupid suggestion. 80% of the parking problem at this end of 

Wye Road is created by Box Logistics drivers who park their cars there and further down 

Wye Road  / Tolsey Mead  every week day, 1 particular driver parks his car at that end of 

Wye Road for weeks at a time, I don’t know why they insist on parking in this road when they 

have ample parking on their site ! There also appears to be a car which has been parked in 

the same position without moving for the last 4+ months. These are the main contributors 

and I don’t see why I as a resident should have yellow lines outside my property preventing 

me from having visitors, work men etc being able to park near or outside my property !!! The 

current yellow lines need only be extended by approx. 5 feet on the bend, not to impact the 

10-12 houses where the lines are planned to extend past. 

If TMBC insist on further action then restricted parking  ie no parking  between 2-4pm Mon-

Fri, to prevent Box Logistics parking there all day and parents picking up their little treasures, 

would be an option, the residents affected could then still have visitors at evenings / 

weekends etc. Not the 24x7 yellow lines currently being suggested.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“I am objecting to the Borough Council’s proposals for changes to the on-street parking 

arrangements for Wye Road, Annetts Hall and Tolsey Mead area, Borough Green, 

Sevenoaks shown on plan DD607-03-PM Borough Green - Wye Road. The reason is that 

just putting yellow lines to inhibit parking on the areas shown on the plan will mean that 

those people parking there currently will move further into Wye Road and Annetts Hall and 

Tolsey Mead to park (and so will the people who live opposite Wye road on the main road 

with a large white van). This proposal will move the problem and not solve it. I would like to 

see a scheme where residents are issued with badge for their vehicles to show that they live 

there and an allocation of badges for their relatives and other visitors to display temporarily 

whilst visiting.  Also a sign at the main road entrances to both Wye Road and Tolsey Mead 

indicating the scheme is in place and details of a fine to be enforced (similar to the sign that 
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are in place for Dog Fouling for example). This is a better solution for everyone who live in 

these areas.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“We have received a map showing the new yellow lines will stop just before our house in 

Wye Road. We are disappointed to hear this as cars will park further down the road creating 

the same problem. We just needed to highlight this as many people are then walking to the 

station for free parking or Box employees that park here to avoid paying parking. It seems 

unfair to those who pay too” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“This would be an objection to the proposed double yellow lines under the letter received. 

This would be due to the impact to local residents and the additional cost and management 

that this would bring to the council to enforce the parking infrastructure on the road. Yes 

there is a minor risk of the parking on the corner of wye road however the onus is on the 

drivers to proceed at caution and not that of the council to enforce  a restricted view of a 

corner. Existing highway code laws exist.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“I object to these proposals . They have not been thought through and will simply displace  

parking to further down Tolsey mead instead” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“See previous.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“Enforcing parking restrictions on Wye Road will only force drivers to park in Tolsey Mead. 

Tolsey Mead is already full to capacity with parking by employees of Box Logistics and 

school pick-up time from Wrotham causes major disruption with a free for all with them 

parking on the existing double yellow lines + across driveways.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“I object to the new proposed double yellow lines on Wye Road. The issue as I understand it 

is the parking around the junction of Wye Road and Tolsey Mead creating hazards at the 

entrances to the roads. Also access for emergency vehicles on those junctions, given the 

way some people park. The proposal you have now put forward merely moves the parking 

issues from Wye Road to Tolsey Mead which already struggles with the parking of parents 

and students from Wrotham School. The justification on Wye Road would also apply to 

Tolsey Mead. Your proposal also impacts those family, friends or workers visiting homes at 

the beginning of Wye Road. Few of the homes have space for additional vans, SUVs etc on 

their front. The real issue is the failure to provide traffic enforcement officers to apply the 

current parking restrictions, especially around the times parents are around to collect their 

children from Wrotham School. There is nothing in the proposal suggesting that you will 

renew the existing, faded, double yellow lines. Perhaps that should be a first step. There is 

no point spending money expanding a set of rules if you're not prepared to enforce them.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 
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“I can see no safety benefits of the proposed double yellow lines. As a nearby resident + 

sometime user of Wye Road for visitor parking, I have never witnessed any unsafe situtions. 

The road is a very low speed area + cars can pass easily along the proposed lined area. I 

can also not see any evidence of the suggested support for these lines. In the letter you sent 

only an 85% vote against any changes. I suggest that this is only a self-centred desire from 

a handful of Wye Road residents, who for some unfathomable reason object to people 

parking sensibly on a public road. Please discard these proposed changes.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“I object to the Borough Council's proposals for changes to the on-street parking 

arrangements for Wye Road, Annetts Hall and Tolsey Mead area, Borough Green, 

Sevenoaks shown on plan DD607-03-PM Borough Green - Wye Road. 

As a long-term resident of Wye Road, I was fully supportive of the initial proposals to restrict 

parking in the road to residents and their visitors through a combination of a limited 

extension to the double yellow lines and the introduction of a residents’ parking permit 

scheme. 

For several years, parking by users of Borough Green station and employees of a nearby 

industrial unit has caused ongoing and significant problems. Due to the narrow width of Wye 

Road, vehicles frequently park on pavements, creating serious difficulties for both vehicular 

access and pedestrian safety. These issues were the primary reason residents petitioned for 

parking controls. 

While I supported a modest extension to the existing double yellow lines, I objected to their 

extension beyond the main curve of the road and across the frontage and driveway of my 

property. Such a change would prevent contractors, visitors, and essential services from 

parking conveniently near my home, creating unnecessary inconvenience and practical 

difficulties. 

My understanding of the original proposals was that any extension of double yellow lines 

would be accompanied by the introduction of a residents’ parking permit scheme, ensuring 

that the parking problems caused by non-residential users would be resolved in a fair and 

balanced way. However, having now read the revised consultation letter, I note with concern 

that the permit scheme has been withdrawn while the extension of the double yellow lines 

remains proposed. 

In my view, this approach will not resolve the underlying problem. Instead, it will simply 

displace non-residential parking further along Wye Road, transferring the existing issues to 

other residents in an already congested and very narrow street. This would be both 

ineffective and unfair. 

I respectfully request that the council reconsiders this proposal and seeks a compromise 

solution that genuinely benefits residents, which was the original intention behind our 

petition. Retaining the residents’ parking permit scheme (at nominal cost to residents) 

alongside a carefully limited extension of the double yellow lines would provide a more 

practical, equitable, and effective outcome. 

Thank you for taking the time to consider my comments. I hope my objections will be given 

serious consideration.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 
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“I object to the new Double yellow lines proposed for Wye Road - the reason personally for 

me is the yellow lines go too far towards my house and beyond the bend which is a hazard. I 

feel this will cause parents/commuters to just park further down the road and outside my 

house.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“I object to the double yellow lines being extended by that much. We would ask that the lines 

be extended by one vehicle length.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“The current parking arrangement functions effectively and does not present any significant 

safety or access issues. Typically, no more than one or two vehicles are parked at any given 

time, which naturally discourages excessive speed from vehicles entering the road and 

therefore contributes positively to the safety of pedestrians and cyclists. It is also extremely 

rare for more than three cars to be parked on the road simultaneously. 

Parking has not been a problem in this area, and I see no justification for residents being 

required to purchase parking permits or being prevented from parking outside their own 

homes. This proposal would create unnecessary inconvenience for residents without 

addressing any genuine or ongoing issue. 

In addition, several of our neighbours are elderly and regularly require visits from carers, 

family members, and medical professionals, all of whom park for short periods. These visits 

do not cause disruption, congestion, or safety concerns, and the proposed restrictions would 

place an unreasonable burden on both residents and essential visitors. 

Parking availability was a significant factor in our decision to move to Wye Road, and the 

introduction of restrictions would materially affect the livability and practicality of the area for 

current residents. 

Furthermore, having reviewed the history of similar proposals, it is clear that such measures 

have previously been rejected on multiple occasions due to strong and widespread local 

opposition. I therefore question why this proposal continues to be reintroduced despite the 

consistent views of the majority of residents. 

For the reasons outlined above, I strongly object to the proposed yellow line restrictions and 

respectfully request that this proposal be withdrawn.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“As a resident within the road I am surprised this is cited as required "Following requests 

from residents". Whilst cars do park on the road, introducing these lines just in this section 

will simply see cars park further into Wye Road and Annetts Hall, exacerbating the issues for 

the residents. Furthermore, the "No waiting at any time" restrictions will impact day-to-day 

life for residents affected - We will not be able to do "normal" things, such as have visitors. I 

strongly object to this, and feel it will impact traffic and level of parking in the wider road and 

way of life for residents affected. Thank you” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“I am writing to express my serious concerns regarding the proposal to introduce yellow lines 

on wye road and the problems this will inevitably cause for residents and essential services. 

While I understand that parking restrictions may be intended to improve safety or manage 
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congestion, I strongly believe that the proposed yellow lines will simply move the problem 

further down the road rather than resolve it. 

If yellow lines are introduced at the end of the road, vehicles currently parked there will be 

forced to park further down where there are no restrictions. This will lead to increased 

congestion in these areas and make it far more difficult for residents to park near their own 

homes. Residents returning from work, unloading shopping, or assisting children, elderly 

relatives, or disabled family members will be unfairly affected, as parking will become more 

limited and competitive. 

This displacement of parking will also create serious access issues, particularly for essential 

visitors and services, including: 

- Carers and support workers who regularly visit residents may struggle to find suitable 

parking close to the homes they are attending. This could delay care visits or force carers to 

park far away, which is impractical when supporting elderly or vulnerable residents who rely 

on timely assistance. 

- Emergency vehicles, such as ambulances and fire engines, may find it more difficult to 

access or pass through the road due to increased congestion and vehicles being forced into 

tighter spaces. Any delay or obstruction in emergency situations could have serious 

consequences and should be a key consideration. 

Rather than introducing permanent yellow lines, I believe a fairer and more effective solution 

would be to introduce restricted parking time limits at the top of the road. This would prevent 

vehicles from parking there for extended periods while still allowing short-term parking where 

necessary. Time-limited parking would reduce congestion, improve visibility, and ensure that 

parking spaces are used appropriately without pushing the problem further down the road. 

Additionally, enforcement could be managed through camera monitoring, removing the need 

for regular traffic warden involvement. A camera system could monitor how long vehicles 

remain parked at the end of the road, and any vehicles that exceed the permitted time limit 

could automatically receive a parking ticket. This approach would be more efficient, 

consistent, and less disruptive for residents, while still ensuring rules are followed. 

Overall, I believe the proposed yellow lines would cause unnecessary disruption, increased 

congestion, and potential safety risks, while a time-restricted parking system with camera 

enforcement would be a more balanced and practical solution. I strongly urge the council to 

reconsider the current proposal and explore alternative measures that address safety and 

parking concerns without unfairly impacting residents and essential services. 

Thank you for taking the time to consider my concerns. I hope these points will be carefully 

reviewed before any final decisions are made.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“I am writing to formally object to the proposed introduction of double yellow lines (“No 

Waiting at Any Time”) on Wye Road, Borough Green, as set out in the Parking Action Plan 

Phase 15. 

While I understand the council’s responsibility to manage traffic flow and road safety, I do not 

believe this proposal reflects the actual day to day conditions on Wye Road, nor does it 

provide a proportionate solution to the issue being identified. 
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For the majority of the time, including evenings, weekends, and outside of peak hours, Wye 

Road remains clear and free flowing, with no ongoing parking or safety problems. The 

congestion that does occur is limited to short, predictable peak periods, most notably during 

school drop off and pick up times. 

In addition, the parking pressure at these times is largely caused by a specific and 

identifiable group of non resident vehicles, including employees of Box Logistics and 

construction workers associated with the nearby school site. This is not a general or 

constant parking issue created by residents or visitors to the road. 

Introducing a permanent “no waiting at any time” restriction in response to a short term, peak 

time issue is therefore disproportionate. It would penalise residents unnecessarily and 

remove useful parking at times when it is clearly not needed, while failing to address the root 

cause of the problem. The likely outcome is that vehicles will be displaced further down Wye 

Road and into surrounding residential streets, transferring congestion rather than resolving 

it. 

The proposed restriction is also likely to have a negative impact on traffic conditions in the 

wider locality. By removing parking from this section of Wye Road at all times, vehicles will 

be forced to circulate for longer periods in search of alternative parking and to park further 

into neighbouring residential streets. This will increase vehicle movements, congestion, and 

turning activity on roads that are currently quieter, particularly during peak periods, to the 

detriment of local residents and overall road safety. 

I am concerned that this proposal ignored residents’ needs without sufficient evidence of a 

persistent safety risk that would justify a full, permanent restriction. Targeted alternatives 

such as time limited restrictions during peak hours, improved enforcement, or engagement 

with local employers and the school regarding staff parking would be more effective and 

proportionate solutions. 

I respectfully request that the council reconsider this proposal, undertake further local 

consultation, and explore alternative measures that reflect the actual usage patterns of the 

road while protecting residents’ ability to park near their homes. 

Thank you for taking my comments into consideration.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“The existing yellow lines only need extended by approx 5-6 feet to prevent parking on the 

bend just as you enter Wye Road from the A227, which is the blind spot. Your proposed 

extension is far too excessive and not what the residents want. May I suggest a council 

representative meet with the residents on site to discuss.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“The existing yellow lines just need to be extended past the bend by a few feet, to stop 

parking on the bend which is a blind spot and the main problem. 

Your proposal to too excessive and NOT what the residents want.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“The suggested extension of double yellow lines is far too long. The existing lines need 

extending no further than five meters, purely to improve vision and passage around the 

bend. 
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    Any additional lineage will merely pass the commuting problem further down the road and 

reduce parking for residents even further.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“Yes, I agree to yellow lines just pass the bend where it’s a blind spot for entering and 

leaving Wye Road, but not your proposed extension it is far too excessive and not what the 

residents want!” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“The proposed double yellow line extension is excessive and extends far beyond what's 

needed to address the actual safety issue. 

The problem area is specifically the bend immediately after the existing double yellow lines 

when turning into Wye Road. This only requires extending the lines by approximately 1.5 car 

lengths to allow vehicles to navigate the first bend safely. 

Your current proposal will push parked vehicles further along Wye Road, forcing them to 

park near drop curbs. This will create a zig-zag pattern as drivers navigate around these 

parked cars, which actually increases danger rather than reducing it. 

A more proportionate solution would better serve the safety objectives without creating new 

hazards further down the road.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“Introducing double yellow lines is a blunt and permanent response to what is, in reality, a 

limited and often temporary parking “issue”. Such restrictions remove parking capacity for 

everyone, at all times, regardless of whether a problem actually exists at a given moment. 

This approach appears to prioritise ease of enforcement over proportionality, penalising 

residents and visitors alike for an “issue” that is sporadic, manageable, and frequently 

overstated. 

Rather than targeting specific pinch points or addressing pressure during peak times, double 

yellow lines impose a one-size-fits-all restriction. This sacrifices community need, local 

accessibility, and practical common sense in favour of an excessive response to a parking 

“issue” that does not warrant it. 

I would welcome sight of the evidence explaining where concerns have been raised and the 

basis on which this proposal has been brought forward. It would also be far more 

constructive to engage directly with the residents most affected. 

The early 2025 consultation related to permit parking across Wye Road and Annette Hall, 

and to yellow lines on Wye Road. That was a separate matter. The views of Annette Hall 

residents expressed in that process should not automatically be applied to this consultation. 

This parking “issue” specifically affects the households along the section now under 

consideration, and discussion should therefore focus on those residents whose parking and 

access will be directly impacted.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“80% of this problem parking is from Box Logistics drivers parking their cars on this section 

of the road through the working week and one driver parking for weeks at a time. Instead of 

inconveniencing 8-10 houses by imposing no parking ‘at any time’ all that is needed is a 



Phase 15 - Annex 4 Formal Consultation Responses 

 

restricted parking such as no parking between 2-4pm Mon-Fri along this section and 

perhaps the current yellow lines be extended by approx 6 feet around the bend near the 

A227 junction.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“The main challenge with parking on Wye Road is that when you first enter the road, the 

road bends. As this part of the road does not have parking restrictions, people park on the 

section of road directly after the bend which then restricts the visibility when driving in or out 

of Wye Road. In my opinion the proposal that has been put forward is over the top, and to 

resolve lack of visibility all that is required is to extend the double yellow lines by no more 

than 2 car lengths further into Wye Road. The cars that park at the start of Wye Road that 

reduce the visibility are generally people who do not live on this estate. Residents of this 

estate understand other people will park in Wye Road (ie parents from the local schools etc) 

and they have the right to do this. However, the proposed parking restrictions won't stop 

people parking on the estate, instead people will just park further up Wye Road and into 

Annetts Hall and Tolsey Mead, therefore there this does not drive benefit to residents. The 

benefit we are looking for is a minimal extension of the current yellows lines in order to 

improve visibility and safety on the bend.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“Main users of day long roadside parking in your extended area for yellow lines are Box 

Logistics. We understand that they may be in the process of making other arrangements so 

there may be less parking and hazard than currently. 

If the yellow lines are extended as far as your plan indicates, this will make more limitations 

on Wye Road residents and their visitors than is necessary for safety. I think this is a 

common view of many of the Wye Road and Annetts Hall residents.  

If the lines are extended then just a few feet would stop parking on the Wye Road bend that 

is at the Tolsey Mead junction. That would likely improve safety for all users of Wye Road 

and Tolsey Mead without impacting residents own safe parking too much. ” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“It is only the immediate bend very close to the Tolsey Mead junction that is 'blind', therefore 

for safety of traffic movement only a couple of metres extension of the yellow lines would be 

of benefit.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“Current proposal will push all cars down to other end of Wye rd and into Annettes hall road. 

The idea residents requested was to putt double yellow lines around the top bend of each 

road and extend no more then 2 car lengths into the road. We need to stop people parking 

on or close to the corner which creates blind spots, people unable to access the road safely. 

There seems to be no where to submit an image of an alternative proposal.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“I can report that the issue is with vehicles parking on the right hand side of Wye Road on or 

close to the first bend as you enter from the main road.  This creates poor visibility for 

vehicles exiting the road and larger vehicles have to mount the pavement to negotiate the 

bend. If the double yellow lines were extended by about 10 meters lt would solve the 
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problem. I OBJECT to the proposed extension of the double yellow lines further along the 

road as this will encourage speeding, with school children crossing the road and vehicles 

exiting Tolsley mead this would create a greater hazard.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“The proposal to put yellow lines in wye Road would lead to traffic speeding along this 

stretch of road which would be a danger to pedestrian and other road users.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“Extending the yellow lines as far as your proposal suggests will bring the parking use by 

non residents a lot further up the road which will make all the parking more compact 

including difficult access to their drives by residents so higher amount of roadside parking 

which would hinder safety for all car users and less ease of seeing pedestrians.  

Parking on the sharp corner near Tolsey Mead is the only one interfering significantly with 

visibility so a very limited yellow line extension of perhaps a few feet only could improve 

safety.  

* Disappointing that a 2cd postal mailing was needed due to wrong dates on 1st one and 

wonder what the cost of that was compared with a minute or two of proof reading before 1st 

mailing sent?” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Object 

“The planned installation of double yellow lines is excessive and will push parked cars 

further into Wye Rd and Tolsey Mead. 

I would like to see the double yellow lines extended on the right hand side as you enter Wye 

Rd from Wrotham road for 2 to 2.5 car length extra and then put double yellow lines on the 

left hand side up to the drive way of number 5 Wye Rd.  

The main issue is negotiating the first bend in the road. Extra double yellows on the right 

would enable cars to view oncoming cars and not have to reverse back.” 

Location Borough Green - Wye Road 

View Unclear 

“The double yellow lines need to extend just pass the bend as this is a blind spot. Not to the 

extent of your map.” 

Phase 15-06 Ditton – Scott Close 
Location Ditton - Scott Close 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Ditton - Scott Close 

View Support 

“Whilst I support this, please note the following. By proceeding with this, cars will start 

parking further down the road, along the boundary of No.31 and onto the corner outside 

No.31. You will need to put lines on both or you will just move the problem” 

Location Ditton - Scott Close 

View Support 
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“For health & safety to the public to leave access for dustman collecting waste and 

emergency vehicles witch are obstructed.” 

Location Ditton - Scott Close 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Ditton - Scott Close 

View Support 

“If the proposal goes through can you also arrange for existing double yellow lines to be 

repainted (as worn away).” 

Location Ditton - Scott Close 

View Support 

“I support the proposal to put double yellow lines outside number 32 &41 Scott close I think 

bit would be a good idea as when the cars park on the corner you can't see anything pulling 

bout I would personally put double yellow lines on all corners” 

Location Ditton - Scott Close 

View Support 

“I support the Borough Council's proposals for changes to the on-street parking 

arrangements for Scott Close, Ditton as shown on plan DD607-06-PM Ditton - Scott Close.” 

Location Ditton - Scott Close 

View Support 

“I am in support of the councils proposed changes to the on street parking restriction of 

double yellow lines as the above ref. I value higher road safety than the convenience of 

several residents that find it easier to park on the road corners at the junction for their 

convenience as there is ample parking a few metres away. When cars are parked here it 

makes all other vehicles have to drive on the wrong side of the road to get round them and 

often means you are head on to an incoming vehicle. I gladly welcome your proposal for 

safety sake.  May I also suggest that you remind residents that parking on the footpath 

causes great inconvenience to other residents in wheelchairs or who are disabled as there 

are at least 5 to my knowledge.” 

Location Ditton - Scott Close 

View Support 

“Fully support the idea, Parking in these areas can be very dangerous when pulling out. 

Double yellows need to be extended round by 47 + 40 too.” 

Location Ditton - Scott Close 

View Object 

“Although information is given regarding the Highway Code it is advisory, not law. This 

junction is wide enough to absorb vehicles parking and has been the situation for many 

years. Only one particular vehicle tends to park there and as there areas are not "policed" 

there is already "infringed" parking on the already existing yellow lines on the other end of 

the close. The parking upon the entrance to the close is far more dangerous for road safety 

and the monies could be better allocated. Please respect GDPR for information online.” 

Location Ditton - Scott Close 

View Object 

“The only people this really effects is the 11 houses in my section of the close, back in 2018 

same thing was done at our end of the close, I have lived here for 40 years and there were 
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never any issues, people that complained have  garages they are not used by hardly any 

residents on the close. 

The junction on the main road was curved and open enough, no-one parked beyond the 

arrow, so not on the junction. This has been caused by the council, with no robust evidence, 

in over 40 years there was only one incident on the junction to the main road, not serious I 

was informed. 

A neighbour told me that a councillor said to him “you should park in your garages,” again 

picking us out, without looking at our issues, the garages are not big enough for most cars, 

not our fault cars are made bigger, I would rather they were smaller. The forecourt in front of 

garages is hardly long enough for small cars, if everyone tried to park in front of their 

garages, it would be impossible, but when a lot of us in my section bought our houses there 

were enough spaces, then we lose about 5, that was a big impact on us. 

The vote was taken back in about 2018, like this, further vote on from the first letter which 

was 50/50 we never saw the results! the lines went in, a neighbour tried to find out what the 

results, he did eventually and the majority around 60/40 against lines being put in, so why 

did you!! The results on your first vote last year was17 against 15 in favour, so against wins 

in a vote, it does in all voting, so why is this any different, it should stand. 

We live in a close, the junction you refer to does not lead onto a main road, there are two 

exits!! the other end must be a junction then, are you going to do this on every close. Instead 

of focusing on our very quiet close, with little movement of traffic after about 6 in the evening, 

not a lot during the day, just steady, why not look at St Peters Road, Wilton Drive, Cherry 

Orchard before adding more issues to Scott Close. 

Because of the lines you have put in near us, myself and other residents have to park across 

the road, not right on the bend though, the same as the spaces you took on the other end, 

no one parked on the dropped curve or the bend, plus loads of room to see to  the left, very 

rarely does anyone turns left, it is easy to see people coming and  going from some of our 

windows. 

Because of the spaces you took, we are getting abuse from other residents, plus one parks 

his car in the bay, (he can I know) but he has a drive, enough room for two cars if he wishes! 

We have young children and eight elderly residents; the following has happened: 

 Parking across the road abuse from one of the people involved with first set of lines, 

someone who it does not affect!!  She was rude to my elderly neighbour and another 

neighbour, saying they should not park there, this is someone who has a drive!! 

 Parking at the other end of the close were there are more spaces, again abuse from 

people that think they are entitled to keep spaces for themselves if needed. They 

have drives they can use. 

 It is causing us a lot of stress, we hate coming home wondering if we can park, it is 

not fair, especially when not completely justified after all these years. 

 Parrish council need to start looking at New Road, especially the traffic lights,  sometimes 

the traffic is past the post office, lights only let a few cars through, cannot even see what is 

over the road or coming from the right, people have overshot the lights on the main road 

before, the  lights from Aylesford take ages to change before we can go, look at something 

worthwhile, not petty things, it is not fair. 

Apologies for ranting, but majority of my section feel like we have been penalised.” 
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Location Ditton - Scott Close 

View Object 

“Please accept this email as my objection to the additional planned yellow lines in Scott 

Close. There has never been an accident or any issues in Scott close. Since the yellow lines 

were added at the entrance to Scott close it just moves people to park further into the close. 

All these additional lines will do is move people to park on the next available space, or you’ll 

have people parking all along Kiln Barn Road. In the letter it states all properties have private 

parking, which they do but no one at the entrance parks their car in their garage and most 

houses have more than one car. We park both our vehicles on our drive and if we have 

guests they struggle to park outside our house. More yellow lines means even less parking. 

If the issue is safety..... Maybe a 10/20mph speed limit and some give way lines would be 

more beneficial for people taking corners ?” 

Location Ditton - Scott Close 

View Object 

“I object to the borough councils proposal for changes to the on street parking arrangements 

for Scott Close Ditton Aylesford shown on plan DD607-06-PM Ditton - Scott Close. As this is 

not a through road and serves primarily as access for residents, the traffic flow is already 

minimal and largely confined to those who live here or their visitors. Because of this, parking 

does not create congestion in the same way it might on a main or through route. Vehicles 

are able to manoeuvre safely, and there is no consistent obstruction preventing access or 

emergency services. In recent years, more families have moved into the area, increasing the 

demand for available parking spaces. Many households now have more than one vehicle 

due to work, school, and childcare commitments. As a result, parking capacity is already 

under significant pressure. There is no realistic alternative parking available nearby. 

Surrounding streets are similarly congested, and there are no suitable public car parks within 

reasonable walking distance. Removing or restricting existing parking without providing 

viable alternatives would create unnecessary hardship for residents and visitors alike. I am 

concerned that the proposal does not fully reflect the current needs of the community or the 

growing number of families living here. I respectfully ask that these factors be carefully 

reconsidered before any final decision is made.” 

Location Ditton - Scott Close 

View Object 

“I object to the yellow lines being introduced on Scott Close. It has no impact on traffic and 

will affect visitors coming being able to park. It doesn't affect me personally at all.” 

Location Ditton - Scott Close 

View Object 

“I am writing to formally object to the proposed installation of new double yellow lines around 

the junction near No’s. 32 and 41 Scott Close, Ditton. Scott Close is a quiet, well established 

residential cul de sac with no through traffic, and it has long operated as a safe and calm 

environment for local families. Traffic volumes are consistently low, and vehicle speeds are 

naturally moderated by the road layout. This creates a safe setting for children and other 

pedestrians who walk, cycle, or play nearby, with residents exercising due care when driving 

or parking. Importantly, there have been no recorded accidents or safety incidents at this 

junction, demonstrating that the current arrangements do not pose a risk to pedestrians, 

children, or road users. The current parking pattern has therefore proven both safe and 

effective over many years. Essential services, including delivery vehicles and refuse 

collection vehicles are already able to manoeuvre around the junction without difficulty. This 

demonstrates that the existing parking situation does not present an obstruction, nor does it 

impair access for larger vehicles. Whilst the importance of highway safety is recognised, 
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there are no persistent safety problems, no patterns of obstruction, and no high volume 

traffic pressure at this junction. Therefore, the proposed restrictions appear unnecessary and 

disproportionate. The current arrangements are working effectively, and the introduction of 

double yellow lines would create more issues than it resolves. In addition, placing these 

restrictions within the central area of Scott Close, would also remove several parking spaces 

that residents depend on. This would particularly affect households without driveways, which 

represents around 18% of the households within Scott Close who rely on on-street-parking. 

These restrictions would also displace vehicles further up the road or onto neighbouring 

streets, potentially creating inconvenience to residents both within Scott Close and the 

surrounding roads in Ditton. For these reasons, I respectfully request that the Council 

reconsider this proposal and allow the existing layout and parking arrangements to remain.” 

Location Ditton - Scott Close 

View Object 

“I am writing to formally object to the proposed installation of double yellow lines on Scott 

Close, as outlined in your recent consultation. Parking on Scott Close is already limited, and 

the removal of additional spaces will place considerable strain on residents, visitors, carers, 

and tradespeople. Many households rely on, on street parking due to the absence of private 

driveways or alternative parking facilities. The proposed restrictions would therefore create 

unnecessary hardship and increase congestion on neighbouring streets.You reference 

“requirements of the Highway Code” but if this were true all surrounding roads would then 

have to be double yellow lined. This feels like a targeted effort by residents who have 

driveways and are not taking into account the entirety of Scott Close residents. Your brief 

and ridiculous mention that all properties are served by private parking facilities is laughable 

and if this is believed, then you should provide more detail as to where all residents who do 

not have a driveway  can locate this.” 

Location Ditton - Scott Close 

View Object 

“I OBJECT yet again to the proposed changes on Scott close. Based on the same issue as 

last time. Pointless, it’s a side road access into Scott close and  even when cars are parked 

access isn’t prohibited  plenty of HGV have access and do access. In the current economic 

climate, what a complete waste of tax payers money this is. It’s in-fact absurd   that an 

informal Constitution is needed. Am assuming this was done incase the Results were not in 

favour. The fact against is 52% should mean the council moves on more serious issues in 

the borough. How much has this cost the  Tax payers ? I may ask under the freedom of 

information act.  All Even though the majority is against the proposal your bias in the wording 

underneath is concerning.  Accept people don’t want it and the majority have won. Just 

because number 41 has an issue. How can one resident have this much leverage This is a 

clear overwhelming against the proposal by the effect residents of Scott close.  Please 

accept the democratic way” 

Location Ditton - Scott Close 

View Object 

“Regarding the above consultation, I do not support the changes proposed. More importantly 

and with the greatest respect, I do object to rate payers' money being spent on this process, 

and I should imagine yet still more being spent on contractors to paint the lines if the 

proposal goes ahead, when the matter cannot be a high priority. Can you not think of a more 

efficient way of helping residents to resolve a parking dispute? There are huge potholes in 

New Road on the way to Scott Close. Why don't you spend rate payers' money on fixing 

them rather than on painting a few yellow lines?” 



Phase 15 - Annex 4 Formal Consultation Responses 

 

Location Ditton - Scott Close 

View Object 

“I am writing to formally object to the proposed introduction of new parking restrictions on 

Scott Close, referenced under DD607-06-PM. I am a resident of Scott Close, and parking 

availability on this road is already very limited. Any further restrictions will significantly 

worsen an already tight situation for residents and their visitors. As a result, vehicles will be 

pushed towards the end of the road and surrounding areas, which will create additional 

problems rather than resolve any existing ones. In particular, parking at the end of Scott 

Close risks obstructing emergency access to the community centre. This is a serious 

concern, as any delay or restriction to emergency vehicles could have severe 

consequences. Introducing further parking displacement in this area would be irresponsible 

and could compromise public safety. Additionally, reducing parking on Scott Close will force 

vehicles to be parked further away, including near the school playing fields where there are 

no nearby houses. This creates a genuine security risk, as cars parked in these isolated 

areas are more vulnerable to damage or theft. As it currently stands, parking on Scott Close 

functions adequately and does not present any safety or access issues that would justify the 

introduction of double yellow lines. There is no ongoing obstruction problem, and emergency 

vehicle access is not currently compromised. I have a good relationship with the residents 

along Scott Close, and there is a strong sense of community on the road. I am more than 

willing to voice this objection on behalf of the majority of residents, who are in agreement 

that these proposed restrictions are unnecessary and unwelcome. The only support for 

these changes appears to come from a very small number of individuals, and the reasoning 

given is based on personal preference rather than genuine safety or access concerns. 

Introducing these lines would cost the council additional time and public money, when there 

is no clear justification or need for them. Those resources could be far better used elsewhere 

within the borough. For the reasons outlined above, I strongly object to this proposal and 

urge the council to reconsider. Proceeding with these restrictions would be an unnecessary 

use of public funds and would create more problems than it solves for a close-knit residential 

community. Thank you for taking the time to consider my objection.” 

Location Ditton - Scott Close 

View Object 

“Scott Close is a quiet no-through road, with a low volume of traffic. The junction in question 

is quite large and already allows adequate space for safe movement including large delivery 

vehicles without any concern. There is no history of collisions or near‑miss incidents, or any 

documented safety issues linked to the current road layout. Even during peak times, there is 

no evidence that existing parking arrangements have created visibility issues, congestion, or 

risks to pedestrians or road users. Introducing double yellow lines would significantly reduce 

the already limited on street parking available to residents. If implemented, this would force 

vehicles to park further from homes without driveways and create unnecessary challenges 

for families, elderly residents, and individuals with mobility needs. Any such impacts should 

be carefully balanced against demonstrable safety concerns of which, in this case, none 

appear to exist. I therefore kindly request TMBC to carefully consider the needs of all 

residents residing within Scott Close and reassess the necessity of such restrictions.” 

Location Ditton - Scott Close 

View Object 

“I have just noticed the lamppost signs regarding the above  wish to object to the proposal, 

Vehicles do occasionally park on the corners of the junction but the turning is so wide that 

this has always appeared to be without possible dangerous consequences. If lines are 

placed as intended, parking to the straight areas will also be lost spaces, which will force 

parking to cause obstruction to other residents. There is not a dangerous situation but more 
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of a case of 'If it's not broke, don't try to fix it'. I understand that a single resident has 

complained to the current situation but it is known that this was the result of a personal 

dispute where a resident ended up parking on the corner opposite the complainant's house, 

which has now ceased. This is a small road within a small estate and the residents are quite 

capable of looking after each other rather than be restricted due to minimal unnecessary 

concern. Thanks for your consideration.” 

Location Ditton - Scott Close 

View Unclear 

“It is a close and parking is in dire need, it will just make other areas more congested. Why 

cant we demand everyone has a double driveway to reduce parking in the road?” 
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Phase 15-07 East Malling – Temple Way 
Location East Malling - Temple Way 

View Support 

“We don't seem to be able to respond to this application via the QR code (see attached) but 

we still support this application as parking within 10 metres within of a junction, as cars do, 

breaks the highway code anyway, also parking opposite it on the pavement does, which our 

neighbours do. Vehicles block vision coming out of Walpole close and also they are too 

close to the end for vehicles turning into it. The only thing I would say is that the plans 

appear to show the yellow line extending four garage widths into the layby, thus reducing the 

available parking space, which means that cars will probably park on the pavement in front 

of their houses rather than risk parking in the layby on the yellow line. Although if the parking 

on the yellow lines in Bond field Road is anything to go by they won't make the slightest bit 

of difference.” 

Location East Malling - Temple Way 

View Support 

“I am writing to respond to the proposal. I am supporting the Borough's proposals for 

changes to the on street parking. We need double yellow line please.” 

Location East Malling - Temple Way 

View Support 

“I do support this, but there are already yellow lines on the corner of Bondfield close, cars 

still park there and no one is around to enforce this so whats the point? with the speed cars 

do in temple way the money would be better used by introducing  speed bumps or other 

calming measures” 

Location East Malling - Temple Way 

View Object 

“Parking is a big problem around Walpole Close. There is no way near enough space for 

people to park. The garage block should be pulled down an nobody uses them for cars there 

either empty or full of rubbish. We have a dumped car in the car park that has been there for 

2 years, taking up space, reg. (REDACTED). This has been reported many times. I come 

home from work sometimes and have to park on the pavement as there is nowhere else to 

park.” 

Location East Malling - Temple Way 

View Object 

“A lot of the time you cannot park in the car park and have no choice but to but on the path 

or corner or temple way ,we have an abandend car in the car park that has been there for 2 

years and other vehicals parked and left for months without moving ,the best bet is to pull 

down the remaining garages as there empty or full of rubbish,then make more parking 

bays,people have a right to park near there homes” 
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Phase 15-08 East Malling - The Rocks Road 
Location East Malling - The Rocks Road 

View Support 

“Could some sort of protection be afforded to the grass verge outside No's 132-136 where 

parking would be allowed?” 

Location East Malling - The Rocks Road 

View Support 

“I am in support of the proposals for changes to the on street parking arrangements for The 

Rocks Road, East Malling.” 

Location East Malling - The Rocks Road 

View Support 

“We support the proposal but would suggest the following clarification / improvement: 

(1) Please ensure the yellow lines extend fully across the pedestrian gate to the front door of 

our house marked 132 / 134 / 136.   This appears to be the intention judging by the small 

scale drawing.  But we emphasise the point because the increased pressure on parking 

availability will encourage drivers to park right up to the eastern end of the new yellow lines 

adjacent to the "132 end" of our house.  So if there are no yellow lines across our gate the 

current problem of drivers parking right across this frequently used gate will become much 

worse. 

(2) We note that new yellow lines are proposed to run eastwards from roughly "136 end" of 

our house.  This will remove several currently available parking spaces from there to the 

west end of the off-road space of 142.  We see no reason for preventing parking along this 

stretch.  Doing so will place severe pressure on parking for the residents of the cottages.  

Moreover vehicles parked in this stretch nearer to the 142 end effectively force traffic to slow 

at that dangerous corner. 

Thank you for your attention.” 

Location East Malling - The Rocks Road 

View Object 

“For 15 years we have been trying to have the entrance to Paris House re-aligned on the NE 

corner of the entrance. Without this the new double yellow lines will make it even more 

difficult to turn left out of our drive.” 

Location East Malling - The Rocks Road 

View Object 

“I object to the Borough Council’s proposals for changes to the on-street parking 

arrangements for The Rocks Road, East Malling, West Malling shown on plan DD607-08-PM 

East Malling - The Rocks Road. I object on the grounds that it will put more strain on the 

already overused area outside the entrance to Paris Farm Barn as there are no other 

alternatives for on street parking for the houses at the top of The Rocks Road. Increased use 

will cause blockages for the farm vehicles and horse carriages that require regular entrance 

to Paris Farm Barn and the fields further down the road.” 

Location East Malling - The Rocks Road 

View Object 

“Against. This proposal has already been through an informal consultation with 69% against. 

I'm unsure why this is continuing. Instead of wasting time and money on this pointless 
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proposal, tmbc should be working with highways to repair the numerous potholes in the area 

which aren't only causing damage but are a serious threat to safety.” 

Location East Malling - The Rocks Road 

View Object 

“ • It will cause unacceptable loss of parking for residents with no alternative. 

 • It may displace parking problems onto neighbouring streets. 

 • The proposal does not meet the council’s own criteria for restrictions. 

 • Insufficient consideration has been given to local needs (visitors, carers, 

deliveries). I am also currently pregnant and unable to walk far distances so would need 

local parking. 

 • Safety concerns about access for residents with mobility issues if parking 

options are removed.” 

Location East Malling - The Rocks Road 

View Object 

“There is no parking for the terraced cottages and the land in front of Paris Barn Farm offers 

very limited space. To put yellow lines by the wall on the right hand side as you approach the 

cottages from East Malling towards Four Acres is the only parking available - and is also the 

widest part of the road. There are elderly and disabled folk living in the terraced cottages 

from 142 to 158. Where the hell are we supposed to park?” 

Location East Malling - The Rocks Road 

View Object 

“We are not in favour of the Borough Council's proposal for changes to the on-

street parking arrangements for The Rocks Road, East Malling, shown on plan DD607-08-

PM. 

Comments: We moved to this area in September 2024 and we have never had an issue 

with obstructive parking in this area of The Rocks Road. The plan proposes double yellow 

lines outside of properties 142 - 164 (we are at REDACTED) but we have never 

encountered vehicles parked on this stretch, so we really don't think this is necessary. 

We do note and appreciate that, following the informal consultation last year that returned a 

majority not in favour, the proposal for new double yellow lines on the stretch of road outside 

of properties 132 - 136 has been scaled back.  

However, the new plan would still reduce the amount of on-street parking available in this 

area and this will disproportionately affect those of us in the older properties on the road that 

do not have driveways.  

This is clearly a valued parking area for residents and in our experience, and we do drive our 

vehicle along this part of the road regularly, the cars are always parked considerately and 

there is plenty of space for cars to pass. We have never witnessed or experienced any traffic 

issues as a result of the on-street parking. 

In fact, we believe that having vehicles parked on this stretch acts as a welcome traffic 

calming measure. The speed limit for the road increases back to 30 at this spot and we are 

concerned that a removal/reduction of the on-road parking will result in cars travelling too 

fast around the bend in the road (right where our front doors are). 

There is no regular bus service in East Malling so residents (including older residents and 

those with accessibility issues) have to rely on personal vehicles. Many properties in the 

area, including ours, do not have driveways and so on-street parking is hugely valuable.  



Phase 15 - Annex 4 Formal Consultation Responses 

 

We assume that part of the reasoning behind this proposal is to prevent obstructive parking 

near to the driveways/property entrances along this part of The Rocks Road. However, if this 

is the case, could painted KEEP CLEAR white lines be used instead? This would convey the 

same message re. parking but without taking away valuable (and reasonable) parking 

spaces available to other residents without their own driveways.  

If this proposal for additional double yellow lines does go ahead, it would put additional 

pressure on the other on-street parking areas along The Rocks Road and will likely cause 

more problems than this proposal seeks to solve (i.e.. the road surface further up The Rocks 

Road where there is additional on-street parking is already in a terrible condition and 

seriously in need of repair).” 

Location East Malling - The Rocks Road 

View Object 

“I echo entirely comments previously submitted by REDACTED of REDACTED The Rocks 

Road. Double yellow lines along the wall outside Paris House must remain free for parking 

for residents in the terraced cottages. We have elderly and disabled residents and it’s totally 

unfair to ask them to park half way down the road if the space at the top of the road is full 

(opposite Paris Farm Barn), which it too often is. There has seemingly been no consideration 

for us at all.” 

Location East Malling - The Rocks Road 

View Object 

“On road parking is VITAL for the number of terraced houses like mine that have no drive.  

On road parking is ESSENTIAL for these houses. All the cars that park between 136-164 are 

known to belong to the houses that live there. We have no one parking and leaving their cars 

there. All current parking is very much needed and does not have an impact on traffic or 

accessibility. This needs to remain as it is or else there will not be enough parking for the 

homes. PLEASE DO NOT DO THIS, I need access to parking to live here and I don’t want to 

have to sell me house over this.” 

Location East Malling - The Rocks Road 

View Object 

“Those of us that live in 156 to 162 have no drive ways and limited parking by Paris farm and 

rely on the space down by the cottages. We have elderly people who need parking close by 

too. We already struggle parking as those with driveways still take up spaces in the limited 

parking across the road. By removing parking this will further exasperate the already difficult 

parking and could leave access to the farm being compromised as well as access along the 

footpath up to four acres if we are forced to park there. In addition plans currently being 

proposed for additional housing in our area on the farm are only going to cause further 

issues.” 

Location East Malling - The Rocks Road 

View Object 

“Further to my earlier objections - the length of the yellow lines outside of 132 - 136 The 

Rocks Road - takes no account of the fact that parking along the entire length of the wall is 

the only option for residents of the folk that live in the terraced cottages 142 to 156 The 

Rocks Road and where on earth are visitors or deliveries supposed to park? Please bear in 

mind that there are very elderly and disabled folk living in the cottages that have very limited 

mobility and there would be absolutely nowhere for them / visitors/ health professionals or 

deliveries to park. Further the scrubland outside Paris Barn is also used by dog walkers and 

walkers to park! Again seriously limiting the space available to residents.” 
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Location East Malling - The Rocks Road 

View Object 

“I object to the proposal of no waiting time at any time through the use of yellow lines. This is 

because the area's residents have little or no parking, and at times it is necessary to park in 

the areas you propose to restrict. 

Most of the area proposed doesn't have cars parked there anyway, since most residents are 

aware of the general traffic. Especially access for horse vehicles, therefore, residents' 

parking is taken into consideration. 

The residents at 142-166 The Rosks Rd have their home entrances on the road, and there is 

no parking there anyway, so the yellow line proposal for this area would be a waste of 

resources.  

The Rocks Rd has unnecessary traffic at times because many navigation apps consider it a 

shortcut, which it is not. Therefore, this creates a problem of its own. 

I thereby, strongly object to the proposal.” 

Location East Malling - The Rocks Road 

View Object 

“Additional double yellow lines would force cars to park further along The Rocks Road 

towards Gilletts Lane. This area from numbers 72 to 58 are already heavily used for parking 

where permissible. Also, the current double yellow lines outside the shared drive of number 

58 would benefit from being slightly extended towards the telegraph pole. This is because 

average cars or SUV/vans when parked in the unofficial bay cause a blind spot for traffic 

driving up The Rocks Road. Residents in 58, 60, and 62 cannot see clearly as parked 

vehicles are parked too close to the shared drive exit point.” 

Location East Malling - The Rocks Road 

View Object 

“There is already insufficient parking for all the cottages at the top of the Rocks Road.  The 

only available off road parking is a badly attended area which is unkept and full of pot holes 

and only allows limited parking at the current time (I can supply photos if required).  The 

application of double yellow lines along the proposed area will only exacerbate the already 

overcrowded area.  It would be nice to know exactly where the residents are supposed to 

park??  Is there going to be a new designated area?  Some of the cars which currently park 

in the off road area belong to people who have driveways.   The access to the stables across 

the road will be blocked if all the residents are having to park there.  I have a disabled 

relative who visits me regularly and it would be impossible for her to transfer to her 

wheelchair and get across the current area, so I don't suppose this has been taken into 

account either.  The cars coming along the road, go far too fast and the parked cars on the 

road act as a traffic calmer.  Strangely, the speed limit increases from 20 mph to 30 mph at 

the point where you are proposing the addition of double yellow lines.  Myself and many of 

the other residents would welcome the opportunity to actually show somebody the area 

which will be affected, as it seems clear that nobody has actually assessed the situation 

properly.” 

Location East Malling - The Rocks Road 

View Object 

“Thank you for consultation opportunity. I agree with the planned yellow lines except that I 

think parking should be excluded outside 118 & The Old Coach House because the road 

width is only 4, Stone wall to verge. KCC Highways also commented on a nearby planning 

application (Four Acres) that this is a pinch point. Add 1 car length outside 132-136. 
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Location East Malling - The Rocks Road 

View Unclear 

“I generally agree with what has been proposed except; 1. The planned parking spaces 

outside 118 & The Old Coach House, the road is only 4 m wide along this area, it is steep 

grass verge opposite. Highway’s also commented on a nearby planning application ( houses 

in fields by Four acres) that this area was a pinch point. 2. Add 1 car length by 132 opposite 

133 Paris House, only if it will allow them to easily exit their driveway. We appreciate the 

additional yellow lines proposed elsewhere.” 
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Phase 15-09 Larkfield – Kingfisher Road 
ocation Larkfield - Kingfisher Road 

View Support 

“I support the Borough Council's proposals for changes to the on-street parking 

arrangements for Kingfisher Road, Larkfield, Aylesford.” 

Location Larkfield - Kingfisher Road 

View Support 

“I am emailing today in support of the new double yellow lines. As a resident this needs to be 

done as the traffic is becoming an ever growing issue on this road due to inconsiderate 

parking.” 

Location Larkfield - Kingfisher Road 

View Support 

“I have seen cars parked outside no 86 that are on opposite sides of the road and have not 

left   enough room for a bus or fire engine to get through the gap.  

Having to stop because of the poor parking also creates more pollution from vehicles. Stop 

start etc. 

One of the vehicles that parks outside the bungalows live on the opposite side of the road in 

what used to be the old police station building. They only have parking for one car and 

presumably have 2 cars. The TMBC shouldn't allow houses to be built or modified where 

there is only enough parking for one car. Nearly every household has 2 cars. My neighbour 

has 4 vehicles and the children have not started driving yet. Another neighbour has 3 cars. 

Our side roads are clogged up with large panel vans and the owners sometimes live 50 - 

100 m away from where they park them.” 

Location Larkfield - Kingfisher Road 

View Object 

“The issue is that people are parking outside because they feel inconvienced to have to get 

a ticket to park in Martin square. Even if its the free hour its a faff especially for the doctors 

as you never know how long you will be with the chemist or when people are collecting kids 

from school. 

Change the carpark back and the problem on the road will be solved.” 

Location Larkfield - Kingfisher Road 

View Object 

“I agree wholeheartedly with your proposals  as parking has become dangerous on this 

stretch of road, however parking on Raven Close is not an issue.  I am a community carer 

and need access to my car at all times, my car is parked in Raven Close as my front door 

No. 88 is on this road and parking is scarce outside my house. I see no need to double 

yellow line into Raven Close as it is not part of the main road. Please could this be amended 

so the double yellow lines  are only on the main road on Kingfisher Road as this will reduce 

parking even more.” 

Location Larkfield - Kingfisher Road 

View Unclear 

“Hi , I have a dropped kerb and disabled drive at the front of my bungalow. It was put in from 

an assessment with Occupational therapy a couple of years ago as I'm disabled. They 

decided a disabled bay on the road was inappropriate as there were a lot of other people in 

my area that could use it. As I'm disabled my daughter parks across my dropped kerb when 
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she comes and helps me. When I agreed with planning I contacted the parking team and 

explained exactly what I've put in this email. They assured me that double yellow lines won't 

go across my drive if planning was approved. Well now I see it's been approved. So I'm 

checking that double yellow lines won't be put across my dropped kerb?” 
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Phase 15-10 Larkfield – Lunsford Lane 
Location Larkfield - Lunsford Lane 

View Support 

“Please can you extend the Double Yellow Lines to include my drive because with the lines 

that you propose people will park either side of my drive and I wont be able to see traffic 

from either direction.” 

Location Larkfield - Lunsford Lane 

View Support 

“I agree to yellow lines around Brook Rd junction - I live at REDACTED. I disagree with 

yellow lines (west side, southwards form the bus stop) because these are older houses with 

no drive ways to use for their vehicles.” 

Location Larkfield - Lunsford Lane 

View Support 

“I am a resident that has lived in this part of Lunsford Lane for 49 years and whilst in 

principle I support the New and Amended Parking Restrictions as this will legally prohibit 

vehicle parking both sides of my driveway and obstructing my view to exit safely. However I 

view this as just a sticking plaster over a larger traffic management issue and will likely 

cause more issues than it solves. A case in point being the current practice of parking on the 

pavement. I list the issues that we have endured for a long time. This part of Lunsford Lane 

is constantly used for contractor parking where several vehicles arrive and park all day, while 

one vehicle is used to transfer all personnel to their place of work. This practice limits 

parking for residents that do not have the luxury of off road parking. This part of Lunsford 

Lane has become the rat run to avoid delays at the traffic lights on the junction of Gighill and 

Leybourne Way only for a high proportion of traffic to choose to turn right  at a very busy 

uncontrolled road junction. The 20mph speed limit on this part of Lunsford Lane has been a 

waste of money as it is ignored by most drivers. I have a measured length of road outside 

my property and a noted time in seconds of how long to travel this length at 20mph. I have 

noted numerous vehicles travelling in less than half this time which is far exceeding this 

speed limit. I have even been overtaken by other drivers while I am doing 20mph along with 

verbal and hand gestures from the other driver as they went by. We have had a traffic watch 

conducted once which did not prove to be conclusive as the team of operators in high vis 

coats was used as an early warning for drivers to slow down. A covert operation would be 

more representative of normal practice. The traffic calming speed humps are ineffective as 

the newer larger vehicles can straddle them and not requiring any reduction in speed to 

negotiate them. To sum up I would recommend a site visit by your officers to fully appreciate 

the traffic management issues, especially at peak times, before implementation. The focus 

should be to encourage drivers to use the controlled junction of Gighill and Leybourne Way. 

An example of this could be no left turn at the mini roundabout junction of Gighill and 

Lunsford Lane and no right turn (except buses) at the junction of Lunsford Lane and 

Leybourne Way.” 

Location Larkfield - Lunsford Lane 

View Support 

“Support, but on the opposite sid of the road. Put bus route to go up Gig Hill which is the 

main road.” An annotated plan was supplied but was not clear on its intention. 

Location Larkfield - Lunsford Lane 

View Support 
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“I support the proposals for changes to the on-street paring as shown on plan DD607-10-PM 

Larkfield- Lunsford Lane.” 

Location Larkfield - Lunsford Lane 

View Support 

“Whilst I support the yellow lines being added on Lunsford Lane, I don't believe they go far 

enough up the road and this will only serve to move the parked traffic further up the road, 

continuing the existing problem. I also suggest that the road is re-laid with tarmac, as the 

upper end of the road was, following the gas repairs.” 

Location Larkfield - Lunsford Lane 

View Object 

“I am writing to object to the above proposed plans.  Firstly hardly any of the through traffic 

adheres to the 20mph limit currently in force and if you stop vehicles parking on one side this 

will encourage speeding vehicles as their view will be clear for the duration of yellow lines. 

We have lived in Lunsford Lane for 16 years and never seen buses having trouble getting 

through parked vehicles as the road is perfectly wide enough even with cars parked opposite 

each other. On our side of the road (we live at REDACTED) we have a lot of trouble exiting 

our driveway at present with a number of cars and vans parking right up to the edges of the 

driveway on the pavement obstructing our view of oncoming traffic where we have had 

several near misses due to speeding traffic at present and if cars are prevented from parking 

on the opposite side this will make matters worse and ultimately we are concerned there will 

be an accident.  As it is wheelchair users and pushchairs cannot get through on the path with 

the amount of parked cars on the path on our side of the road which is acceptable.” 

Location Larkfield - Lunsford Lane 

View Object 

“I am strongly against this for the following reasons. Cars parked on the road significantly 

reduce the speed of cars travelling on this part of the road.  When there are few or no cars 

parked, traffic speeds often exceed 50 mph – I do not exaggerate. It is a 20mph zone, but 

this is not complied with. The road is often clear or only one or two cars are parked so no 

yellow lines are needed. The bus stops are enormous (why?) and are always clear. They are 

not used by vehicles parking.  Parked cars do not interfere with bus traffic or the tiny number 

of people that use the bus stops in any significant way. Double Yellow lines will make this 

road much less safe.  The 20mph speed limit is not complied with. The argument that parked 

cars delay the bus and “ affect the attractiveness public transport” is ridiculous.  I have lived 

here a long time and have never witnessed a bus being held up for more than a few seconds 

by parked cars. The initial consultation was clearly against the proposal so why are you 

wasting time and money on going through the process again. Spend the money on 

improving services for young people in the area.   I predict that if yellow lines are painted, it 

will have no impact on bus use and that within a few months those same residents and 

councillors that supported the lines will be complaining about traffic speeds and we will be 

going through this process all over again for some other proposal. A direct result will be cars 

parking further up the road leading to complaints. I do have a question - and I would 

appreciate an answer.  I note that in the numbers for the response rate you count 5 

duplicates – all against. Do you count duplicates as being from the same person or coming 

from the same address.   If you are counting the results from the same addresses but from 

different people as “duplicates” this has skewed the result and the number of objections is 

higher.” 

Location Larkfield - Lunsford Lane 

View Object 
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“I am emailing you to object against the proposal to put double yellow lines along certain 

parts of Lunsford Lane. I have objected previously stating the following reasons: . I believe it 

will just shift the problem of parking on each side of the road to the higher end of Lunsford 

Lane so will not solve the problem. It will mean that residents who currently park on left 

handside as you go down will obviously have to park on the righthand side. There are many 

areas where there are dropped kerbs so the spaces will be limited. There simply isn’t 

enough on road spaced to accommodate the extra cars to park . People will then possibly 

overhang the entrances of other residents’ driveways causing obstruction and difficulty 

seeing oncoming traffic. . People already speed down this road. Giving a ‘car free’ 

section of the  road will only encourage the speed of some drivers as there will be no cars 

parked in their way to slow them down. . The informal consultation where you wrote to 54 

residents clearly demonstrates that residents are mainly against this proposal as, according 

to your letter 32% in favour was outweighed by the 65% Against. Surely that says it all. . I’ve 

lived here for 30 years and I’ve never seen an accident on this road, or a bus not being able 

to get through or for that matter a traffic jam. The road runs smoothly and doesn’t need 

fixing.” 

Location Larkfield - Lunsford Lane 

View Object 

“Can I please ask you to read all the correspondence below & photos attached so as to 

explain / detail my concerns relating to the decision to install double yellow lines on one side 

of Lunsford Lane 

 In short Lunsford Lane already suffers greatly from high levels of kerbside parking . poor 

sight lines and speeding vehicles. This decision will only increase the problems  ! 

 Whilst I first raised these concerns one year ago I have still to receive any kind of logical 

rationale for such a decision i.e. Why only install double yellow lines on just one side & why 

do so on that particular side ? 

 As Corporate Director of GE&T please confirm if you have ( as part of this consolidation 

order ) carried out a site visit and assessed things fully – if so, Im sure you would recognise 

the points I raise. I’m always happy to meet you on site should you wish Mr Jones  

 In my opinion - this is an accident ready to happen “ under your watch “ as vehicles 

attempt to pull off of their drives with poor visibility due to the inevitable increased on 

kerbside parking and pedestrians ( inc young children & elderly people ) attempt to cross the 

road between tightly parked vehicles with extremely limited sight lines 

 Please be assured and make no mistake that I will hold parking.office@tmbc.gov.uk fully 

responsible should an accident , injury or fatality occur as a result of such a decision  

 As I have previously stated – all of this could be avoided by installing double yellow lines on 

both sides of Lunsford Lane and allow resident parking only for those with no driveways” 

And 

“The current proposal is to install double yellow lines directly in front of the houses including 

those without driveways in which case residents , visitors & delivery drivers will be forced to 

park on the opposite side of the road and dice with crossing ( not ideal for less mobile people 

or small children ) the busy road  

 In such cases might I suggest that residents of the properties with no driveways be issued 

with scratch cards to be displayed within bays directly outside their houses 

mailto:parking.office@tmbc.gov.uk
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 Maybe this should have been included within the consultation  

 Please don’t think I’m being negative for the sake of it but I can foresee a H&S risk with cars 

being forced to park on one side of the road only.  

 Its like the design has simply created a very long car park along much of the eastern side of 

Lunsford Lane where vehicles will be parked bumper to bumper 24/7 that will almost 

permanently restrict visibility for everyone    

Lets see what simon.jones@kent.gov.uk suggests and go from there” 

And 

“Morning All 

 I was about to say “ Good Morning “ but for me it wasn’t as I nearly struck a vehicle at 

5.50am that was parked so close to my drive that it made it almost impossible to reverse off 

in the dark with very limited sight lines  

 As I have previously stated - these commercial vehicles & private cars park at Lunsford 

Lane all day Mon- Fri whilst the owners go to work  

 This situation will only worsen as more vehicles do likewise should this proposal proceed  

 'simon.jones@kent.gov.uk' this design will  simply created a very long car park along much 

of the eastern side of Lunsford Lane where vehicles will be parked bumper to bumper 24/7 

that will almost permanently restrict visibility for everyone    

 This is an accident ready to happen ! “ 

And 

“Hi Simon  

 Can you please reply to my recent emails  

 Should you wish to carry out a site visit I’m more than happy to join you  -  just so that you 

can understand my concerns  

 As you are the Officer responsible for the proposal it would be really good if you could share 

the rationale behind the decision “ 

Location Larkfield - Lunsford Lane 

View Object 

“I would like to absolutely vote AGAINST having yellow lines on our side of the road. We 

have a drop curb where my husband parks over night as he has valuable goods for work 

(work vehicle too) if the lines were put in place and everyone was fighting for a space on one 

side of the road my husband would have to park right the way up the road, causing stress 

about the van being out of sight. The neighbour also only had on road parking and have 3 

young and disabled children. The road is not obstructed at the moment and if anything 

people lack parking spaces as it is. There is no issue with how the road is now. If anything 

the lines ONLY need to be put right at the end by 412/399. This plan would very much  

negatively affect us as a family.” 

Location Larkfield - Lunsford Lane 

View Object 

“The extent on the western side does not extend far enough south. It leaves a 3.2m gap 

where the traffic calming is which would encourage vehicles to park within and on the traffic 

mailto:simon.jones@kent.gov.uk
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calming, which would also cause problems when trying to exit the adjacent drive as vehicles 

currently park further away, but would be pushed into an obstructive position due to the lines, 

causing issues which do not currently exist.” 

Location Larkfield - Lunsford Lane 

View Object 

“I strongly OBJECT to changes to parking as proposed on plan DD607-10-PM Larkfield - 

Lunsford Lane . Restricting parking is not the answer. My objections are :- 

1. Speed (impact on traffic). Parked vehicles both sides of the road act as calming measures 

much like sleeping policemen and chicanes. When few cars are parked average speeds are 

noticeably faster consistently above the 20mph limit, the more parked cars the slower the 

traffic. Removing parking from one side opens up a race track. 

2. Acceleration (impact on traffic). When few vehicles are parked on the lower stretch of the 

lane cars and vans, especially joining from Leybourne Way accelerate harder perceiving a 

clear road ahead. 

3. Road use (impact on traffic). The road is not only a means to get from A to B it is also and 

as importantly the destination. Vehicles don't magically disappear when they get there, there 

has to be provision for the parked vehicle. We pay road tax to use the road It is implicit to 

have an expectation to both move and be stationary. 

4. Volume of traffic (impact on traffic). The continued expansion of housing development and 

race to redevelop the industrial areas, once manufacturing now predominantly service, 

storage and distribution (Amazon et al) have massively increased the volume of vehicle 

movements especially on the main access route, Leyboune Way. Little planning, 

consultation, or serious thought has  gone into considering the impact and cost to and loss of 

benefit to the surrounding residential areas. This linked with every car having access to live 

updating sat. nav. has led to more traffic being routed or choosing to use unsuitable routes to 

save time, avoid congestion. Lunsford Lane a prime example. 

5. Type of road (impact on traffic) Lunsford lane is a residential road where people expect to 

have access to their habitations for the every day business if living. We have Gig Hill running 

parallel with no properties fronting and traffic light control on the junction with Leyboune Way. 

More could be done to favour its use as prime route i.e. making the junction of Leybourne 

Way and Lunsford Lane no right turn both in and out. 

6. Pedestrians (impact on foot traffic). Lunsford Lane has always been used, quite rightly 

and legally for parking (it is a public highway, not owned by residents) for the benefit of all. 

Dog walkers, joggers, fisherfolk, park runners accessing the wonderful resource that is 

Leybourne Lakes and using its facilities. Tradesmen servicing properties, or grouping to use 

one vehicle to travel to London reducing congestion, pollution, Bootfair goers, all doing their 

bit for the economy adding to tax take and GDP. The many elderly and not so nimble who 

need emergency services and carers to CARE for them. All these real people need to be 

able to cross the road confidently and safely, slower traffic (see point 1) makes this a 

pleasure to do. 

7. Bus Route, Arriva 71 ( impact on traffic, and the fact your letter focussed on it.). I live at 

389 behind the impressively large bus stop, it is never busy either on the bus or at the stop ( 

please evidence your claim) I have never seen or heard report of the bus being delayed on 

Lunsford Lane(please evidence your claim) in fact the drivers use the lower Lunsford bus 

stop as a hold over waiting so as not to reach Snodland  before timetabled. The 
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unattractiveness of public transport is mostly driven by political choices and ideology as I 

suggest you know. 

I do have a question that I would like an answer to regarding your informal consultation. 

The 5 duplicates (all against), were they all from one individual  or were they from individuals 

within one or multiple households? I ask as 389 has 3 residents all car owners, road users 

who all qualify as persons with an interest and right to respond. If the latter is the case then 

the against response is significantly greater, in any case to have twice as many voting a 

clear majority, under almost all circumstances, in a democracy would be conclusive. I find 

the outcome disturbing so would you please explain the protocol you use to arrive at a 

formal consultation? was it evidence based or arbitrary? It is a worry when budgets are so 

tight and Bias, interest groups and cronyism are rife.” 

Location Larkfield - Lunsford Lane 

View Object 

“Firstly we as residents have NEVER asked for yellow lines. These will caused no end of 

problems. Being on our side of the lane will cause people having to park on the other side as 

several people do not have access to parking! We also have people parking here using it as 

a car park while they are picked up by someone else due to the proximity to the M20. The 

buses that use the lane are mainly empty and like others that use the lane it's just a cut 

through to avoid the traffic lights at the bottom of Gighill Road. I did object originally saying 

you need visit the Lane to access the issues this will cause & offered alternative strategies. It 

will only push the problems elsewhere and does nothing to alleviate the issue of people 

parking on the pavements. Can you confirm that someone has been out to survey the area 

concerned & give details of how residents were contacted as no one I've spoken to has 

pushed for this in fact quite the opposite & like me have voiced their concerns as to the 

problems this will cause.         

Thank you for taking time to read this objection & hopefully i will get a response which has 

been lacking as of yet.   ” 

Location Larkfield - Lunsford Lane 

View Object 

“If you put yellow lines down one side of the road, this gives a clear path for cars to speed 

up!! Not keep to the 20mph speed limit which is meant to be enforced. I have lived on the 

road for 5 years and not seen any problems with having no lines in front of my house or any 

issues with buses getting past further up or down the road. You should be putting yellow 

lines on the corners where it’s is a blind bend!!” 

Location Larkfield - Lunsford Lane 

View Object 

“Please make the double yellow lines come past 353 because l know that from 357 they will 

park both sides of my drive and l cannot see properly to drive out of my drive.I have trouble 

now, so when they put yellow lines in the parking will be from starting outside my house.I 

hope this stops all the parking up our road.Some cars park on the kerb.There is a lady who 

has a wheelchair.She has to go in the road to get round sometimes.Thank you.” 

Location Larkfield - Lunsford Lane 

View Object 

“There is no standstill traffic down Lunsford Lane, there’s a lot of cars that go through but 

never anything that causes issues. Emergency vehicles can always park somewhere.  
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I’m objecting to this proposal because a lot of houses on my side of the road don’t have 

driveways, therefore they have no choice to park on the road, outside their house, as they 

should. Most households have two cars, my household has more than 2, however we can fit 

2 on the drive but we need minimum one space over our own driveway or elsewhere on the 

road and I strongly disagree to the council putting double yellows over my own driveway. 

There already isn’t enough parking available on that road for residents and the issue is 

people parking there to go across to the lakes, this isn’t something that residents should be 

penalised for! If anything this will make further up Lunsford lane worse for traffic especially 

as this is where there are more speed bumps and bollards which already obstruct parking 

areas.” 

Location Larkfield - Lunsford Lane 

View Object 

“I do not believe there is an impact on traffic at all in our road. What I do feel is that there 

should be speed cameras to deter the ridiculous speed some drivers do. It’s so dangerous 

with lots of children & animals up & down the road. My main objection is the fact we have a 

driveway for which 2 cars are always parked on & as we are a 4 car family we park one over 

the drive & have to find alternative parking outside for the other. There are houses with no 

driveways so where are they supposed to go?? I find it absolutely ridiculous that this is even 

being considered. It will also impact the house prices which is extremely unfair!!! It’s a 

shame that those with sufficient driveways do not park all their vehicles on them.” 

Location Larkfield - Lunsford Lane 

View Object 

“Lunsford Lane is a well-used vehicle route often as a rat run to avoid the speed bumps on 

Gig Hill and traffic lights at the bottom of Gig Hill at the junction with Leybourne Way. Whilst 

the double yellow lines at the entrance to Leybourne Way and around the junction with 

Brook Road are welcomed it is unclear way the double yellow lines need to extend south to 

357 Lunsford Lane. By putting double yellow lines on one side, all the existing cars which 

currently park on this section of road will be all parked on one side of the road creating a 

single, long route for vehicles going north bound. The current arrangements of on street 

parking reduce vehicle speeds whereas the proposal will enable vehicle speeds to increase 

by creating a long uninterrupted section of road. Vehicles often speed will in excess of 

30mph notwithstanding this now an un-enforceable 20mph speed limit and the proposed 

double yellow lines will exacerbate this. Many of the properties affected do not have private 

driveways or have limited off-street parking therefore, the double yellow lines will displace 

the on-street parking further south along Lunsford Lane and will result in further 

inconsiderate parking behaviours. The double yellow lines will extend beyond my property 

and will make it difficult for visitors and delivery vehicles coming to my house without be able 

to park outside on the residential street. There is a question of enforceability of the double 

yellow lines in which there are numerous locations in the local area where parking on the 

double yellow lines is dangerous but unenforced (e.g. by Tesco on Chaucer Way). As with 

the 20mph zones this represents a waste of tax payers money on a scheme very few local 

people actually want. 

It is clear from the previous consultation that these double yellow lines are not wanted by the 

local community with 65% against them therefore it is unclear why TMBC/KCC are 

proceeding with this matter given the lack of support or need for the double yellow lines. 

Therefore, it is kindly request that the double yellow lines for the full extent of Lunsford Lane 

are not proceed with and should only be provided up to property 385.” 

Location Larkfield - Lunsford Lane 
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View Unclear 

“The road is hazardous when cars are parked so close to junctions Brook into Lunsford is a 

prime example when you trying to enter the road and your sightline is obstructed by parked 

vehicles, some on the pavement. I would suggest double yellows should run from Brook 

Road passed 393 to 399 as they do a the top by Springfield Road entry junction.” 

Location Larkfield - Lunsford Lane 

View Unclear 

“Should the proposal proceed then I recommend that at very least double yellow lines should 

be installed opposite the bus stop directly outside Nos 385 387 & 389 otherwise the scheme 

will , in itself , be creating a “ pinch point “ for passing traffic when buses are stationary & 

therefore a serious H&S risk would have been designed in to the scheme” 

Location Larkfield - Lunsford Lane 

View Unclear 

“Thank you for taking the time to review my direct email. I appreciate the effort that has gone 

into preparing the plans for this scheme and for considering feedback from previous 

consultations. I understand there are many factors to balance when designing these plans, 

and I value the officers’ work on this project. I have put these comments online (under 

objection as here was no space for ‘comments’ ) but that stated “will be reported to elected 

Borough councillors at a meeting of the Joint Transportation Board for them to decide which 

locations proceed” and this isn’t about a location proceeding or not, rather the extents of that 

location, which is really more an issue for officers who drew up the plans. I also raised the 

same issue at the first consultation. I am writing to request an extension of the proposed 

lines by 3.1m on the western side of the road (southern end), specifically to cover the area of 

the speed cushion. My concern is that the current proposal, where the lines end at the north 

end of the speed cushion, may inadvertently encourage parking over the traffic calming 

feature in an area of road narrowing, immediately adjacent to my driveway, causing both a 

safety hazard and an obstruction. Given that a standard wheelbase is about 2.5m, this 

situation could lead to vehicles overhanging the dropped kerb for my drive, making it difficult, 

if not impossible, for me to turn left out of my property, especially given the build-out on the 

opposite side of the road. Additionally, the footway is quite narrow at this point, which raises 

further safety concerns as in an area or road narrowing vehicles are more likely to park on 

the footway. The purpose of these lines is to prevent obstructive and pavement parking and 

extending them by 3.1m would help achieve this goal more effectively. I have attached a 

plan and an image illustrating the issue, with your proposed lines shown in yellow and my 

suggested extension in red. I am keen to resolve this efficiently to avoid future issues, 

especially given the current quality of parking in this road. Please feel free to call or arrange 

a site visit if you need further information. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and for 

considering my request as part of your ongoing review.” 
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Phase 15-14 Snodland – Brook Lane 
Location Snodland - Brook Lane 

View Support 

“If a car is parked just passed Vauxhall crescent, vehicles coming down that road cannot see 

clearly to the left until almost in the centre of Brook Lane.” 

Location Snodland - Brook Lane 

View Support 

“I support the painting of yellow lines as described.  However it would be even better if you 

joined the new yellow line by the electric sub station to the dotted line to the west.  That spot 

is exactly where a van is parked 24hours a day, making exit from Vauxhall Crescent that 

much more difficult.” 

Location Snodland - Brook Lane 

View Support 

“I am in support of the proposals for the changes to the on street parking arrangements at 

Brook lane, DD607-14-PM Snodland-Brook lane.” 

Location Snodland - Brook Lane 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Snodland - Brook Lane 

View Support 

“I totally support the proposals to put yellow lines along Brook Lane it is very dangerous on 

exiting Vauxhall Crescent when cars and vans are parked opposite and at the side of the exit 

onto Brook Lane, you can not see down the Lane properly!!” 

Location Snodland - Brook Lane 

View Support 

“I am in Support to the Borough council Proposals for changes to the on street parking 

arrangements For Brook Lane shown on plan DD607-14-PM . I would also like to know how 

is this to be monitored  as there is no mention of CCTV cameras to make sure that offenders 

are held to book. Brook Lane is a very narrow lane with no pavements , The lane is used by 

the public for access to the park and lakes and most of the residents are elderly, Could the 

council consider putting speed bumps  to slow down traffic as I fear that someone will be 

hurt.” 

Location Snodland - Brook Lane 

View Support 

“Regarding the proposed yellow lines in Brook Lane, no problem having them introduced, 

but that's not the issue, the thing is you take absolutely no interest in enforcing the parking 

restrictions that you already have in Brook Lane and Lakeside, people park with complete 

immunity talking absolutely no notice, this I've pointed out to you numerous times but 

nothing ever changes, so you might as well not bother wasting our money on a bucket of 

paint. If your  after revenue Friday afternoon/evening it would be like shooting fish in a barrel 

parked all over the place pavements blocked etc. Total joke.” 

Location Snodland - Brook Lane 

View Support 

“This is a narrow section of Brook Lane and also has blind spot for car exiting their drive.  

This will undoubtedly improve safety for both pedestrians and vehicles.” 
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Phase 15-15 Snodland – May Street 
Location Snodland - May Street 

View Object 

“I am writing to raise serious concerns regarding the enforcement of yellow lines from 

outside my home at REDACTED May Street, Snodland, extending towards East Street, and 

to ask what reasonable alternatives or solutions are being offered to residents in my 

situation. 

I have lived at this address for eight years. Over that time, parking availability in May Street 

has become increasingly difficult. Many residents own multiple vehicles or vans, and as 

several leave early for work and return early, spaces are usually taken long before I return 

home. 

I am a single parent with one car and work as a REDACTED a role I have carried out for 22 

years. I work shifts, meaning I often return home around 6:30pm, and on some shifts closer 

to 9pm. When I am working, my autistic daughter (aged 12) is cared for by my parents, and I 

collect her on my way home. 

My daughter is autistic and has no awareness of road dangers. She requires constant 

supervision near traffic, as she will run up and down and does not understand the risks 

posed by passing vehicles. When I am unable to park in May Street or the nearby bays, I am 

forced to park further away in East Street. With the enforcement of double yellow lines there, 

this option is no longer available. 

This leaves me in an impossible position: carrying bags while ensuring the safety of my 

autistic child, potentially having to walk a significant distance along busy roads with no safe 

or practical alternative. This is not only extremely stressful but poses a genuine safety risk to 

my daughter. 

I would like to understand what consideration has been given to residents with disabilities or 

caring responsibilities, and what solutions the council can offer in cases such as mine. For 

example, are exemptions, resident permits, designated bays, or alternative arrangements 

being considered for households where enforcing these restrictions creates a significant 

safeguarding issue? 

I would appreciate a response outlining how the council proposes to address this situation 

and ensure that my daughter and I are not placed at risk as a result of these changes.” 

Location Snodland - May Street 

View Object 

“We need to have permit parking only in May Street due to people using May Street as the 

train station car park  due to over-inflated car parking prices, not double yellow lines put in to 

this hard to park in for the true residents of May Street, this way its a win-win for Council & 

residents, Council makes lots of money & residents are able to park in their own street.” 

Location Snodland - May Street 

View Object 

“I object to the Borough Council's proposals for changes to the on-street parking 

arrangements for May Street & East Street, Snodland shown on plan DD607-15-PM 

Snodland - May Street. I have lived on May Street since August 2023. In the past two and a 

half years, I have only managed to park my car close to my home on a few occasions. The 

street is constantly used by commuters and care home staff as free parking, which forces 

residents to park wherever space is available. On many occasions I have had to park on 
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High Street (over the bridge) due to the lack of available spaces near May Street and East 

Street. The proposed double yellow lines would result in at least ten fewer parking spaces 

for residents. This will simply push more people to look for parking over the bridge, and we 

all know that the parking situation in Snodland is already difficult. There is a large unused car 

park on East Street, which is probably owned by the Paper Mill. I have not seen any cars 

parked there during the entire time I have lived on May Street. It may be a good idea to 

speak with the Paper Mill about opening the car park to residents, as this would definitely 

help with the current situation.” 

Location Snodland - May Street 

View Object 

“I am object to the borough Council's proposals for changes to the on-street parking 

agreements for May Street and East Street, Snodland shown on plan DD607–15-PM 

Snodland -May Street. This is my valid reason… The introduction of yellow lines at the 

bottom of the road would have a negative impact on traffic conditions within the surrounding 

area. Removing on-street parking in this location is likely to displace vehicles into nearby 

residential streets, increasing congestion and reducing the availability of parking for 

residents and visitors. This displacement may result in increased traffic circulation as drivers 

search for alternative parking, leading to higher traffic volumes, unnecessary vehicle 

movements, and an increased risk of conflict between vehicles and pedestrians. Narrower 

residential streets may also become obstructed, potentially restricting access for emergency 

services, refuse collection, and delivery vehicles. Additionally, the removal of parking in this 

area could encourage higher vehicle speeds along the affected section of road, as the traffic-

calming effect of parked vehicles would be lost. This may reduce safety for pedestrians, 

cyclists, and other road users, particularly at peak times. Overall, the proposed yellow lines 

would not resolve traffic issues but instead transfer them elsewhere within the locality, 

resulting in a net negative impact on traffic flow, safety, and residential amenity. Unless you 

are willing to look at other alternatives for a parking solution for the residence, this will 

continue to be an issue and will continue to face objection. You could even imply a permit to 

park as a lot of people use this road and surrounding roads for parking instead of paying at 

the train station and the factories employees in the surrounding area Dress on there says 

you would like more information please read this for the same.” 

Location Snodland - May Street 

View Object 

“I am writing to further oppose the proposed parking restrictions with double yellow lines  at 

the junction of May Street and East Street. 

I have recieved a letter showing the responses to a previous review, which shows that 82% 

of responses are against the proposal. The letter also states that this response shows that 

local residents value parking convenience over road safety and access. 

As a local resident (REDACTED May Street) I not not appreciate or agree with this 

statement. If course residents want the road to be safe and accessible, especially in terms of 

emergency vehicles and refuse collection, however, I and I am sure other residents believe 

that while some changes would be a positive move for safety, the proposed double yellow 

lines do not need to cover as much as is planned.  

Please see attached image. 

The red indicates that while this restriction is welcome, no one currently parks along part 1 

anyway! And part 2 - I do not believe the lines need to go beyond the boundaries of the end 

house (no.58). 
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The blue section of lines is not a problem as no one currently parks around the perimeter of 

this, however residents do currently parks on the concreted section off the boundary of the 

road and I hope this would still be possible.  

He green area, while I agree parking directly opposite the end of May Street could cause 

restrictions for large vehicles to term there is absolutely no reason why the whole length of 

road here should be restricted. Leaving some designated parking here would still allow full 

access and safety!  

If (despite the over whelming objection with 82% against) the proposal does go ahead as 

planned, then residents will be forced to park elsewhere, no doubt causing problems 

somewhere else. This does not solve the problem it just moves it. “ 

Location Snodland - May Street 

View Object 

“May Street is not a through-road, mainly residential use – or though we have train users 

parking down the road to avoid paying. This impacts negtively on the already issue with 

parking – The only issue with East Street is at the junction onto Brook Street where the 

industrial unit has parking spaces that cars park facing out. This compromises space for cars 

turning into Brook Stret and into East Street. The proposed yellow lines down East Street will 

cause safety issues as people will need to park in other streets – Brook Street is horrendous 

with all the heavy goods lorries – Personally I work shift and arrive home past 11pm – what 

about my safety having to walk a greater distance – the Station has had issues with anti-

social behavior – I’m not happy with the prospect of being a loan female walking past the 

station. I have to carry a laptop – The issues if I was mugged not just physical or emotions  

the impact for Ashford Borough Council as a data breach would not be good! 

What proposals are the council going to do to assist with the issue of parking – It is very 

short-sighted to not actively find solutions to the reality of present day living. How is the 

Council going to engage with commercial business that have redundant or little used parking 

areas – We have reached out to see if the parking area by East street could be used – 

Maybe the Council can help? I understand that the issues of security was a main reason – 

maybe that’s where TMBC could help? 

The safety issues you cite are minimal. This issues of boy racers up and down the A228 

should be a priority the speeding down Brook Street and the heavy goods lorries should be a 

priority & Malling Road traffic issues should be a priority – The reduced lack of parking down 

May Street will mean other roads will be compromised and become a safety issue. I have 

seriously though of selling-up and moving – but I fear the parking issue will impact the value 

of my home because of a perceived danger that has not happened.” 

Location Snodland - May Street 

View Object 

“I would like to object to the proposal of double yellow lines for May Street and East Street. 

The parking down the street are challenging at the best of times with some occasions having 

nowhere to park in the street and having to walk in badly lit roads and as a single lady this 

can make me very anxious. We have a train station at the top of the street and we do not 

have parking permits so this allows non residents of the street to park.” 

Location Snodland - May Street 

View Object 

“I am writing to formally object to the proposed introduction of double yellow lines at the 

junction of May Street and East Street. Parking availability in this area is already extremely 

limited, and the removal of further on-street parking would cause significant inconvenience to 
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residents. Many households rely on street parking due to a lack of off-road options. A key 

issue contributing to congestion is non-resident parking, particularly by those using the 

nearby train station. Rather than introducing double yellow lines, I would strongly suggest 

that the Council consider implementing a residents’ permit parking scheme. This would help 

deter non-resident parking while preserving essential parking for those who live here. I 

believe this approach would better balance access, safety, and residents’ needs, without 

unnecessarily reducing already scarce parking provision. Thank you for considering my 

objection.” 

Location Snodland - May Street 

View Object 

“I am writing to formally object to the proposed introduction of double yellow lines on May 

Street and East Street. These restrictions will inevitably push vehicles from local businesses, 

commuters, and train users onto the surrounding residential roads. Our street is already 

under significant pressure for parking, and removing these spaces will create further 

congestion, inconvenience, and frustration for residents who rely on being able to park near 

their homes. This issue is particularly concerning for residents like myself, who work late into 

the evening. When I'm unable to park close to my home, I have previously experienced my 

car being broken into on multiple occasions. For myself and many others being forced to 

park further away is not just an inconvenience but a genuine safety and security risk. The 

proposed changes do not take into account the knock on effects for those who actually live 

here. Instead of improving the area, they will create avoidable problems and reduce 

residents’ quality of life. For these reasons, I strongly oppose the introduction of double 

yellow lines on May Street and East Street and urge the council to reconsider this proposal.” 

Location Snodland - May Street 

View Object 

“I support the objective of ensuring safe access for emergency and refuse vehicles at this 

junction. However, due to the proximity of the railway station, a significant proportion of 

parking demand appears to arise from non-resident commuter use. The proposed double 

yellow lines will further reduce already limited residential parking and are likely to displace 

vehicles into surrounding streets, increasing local traffic circulation and congestion. I 

therefore object to the proposal in its current form, as it does not address the underlying 

cause of parking pressure. I would encourage the Council to consider a more targeted 

parking management approach, such as a resident permit scheme or time-limited 

restrictions, which would prioritise local residents while still meeting safety and access 

requirements. A solution that manages demand rather than simply removing spaces would 

be more proportionate and sustainable.” 

Location Snodland - May Street 

View Object 

“I live REDACTED May Street and I object to the proposed double yellow lines on May 

Street due to the already severe lack of available parking for residents. The street is 

frequently used by commuters and people visiting nearby businesses, which significantly 

reduces parking availability. As a single woman returning home late from work, I do not feel 

safe having to park several streets away and walk alone at night. This proposal would 

negatively affect resident safety and increase parking pressure and traffic in surrounding 

roads. A residents’ permit parking scheme would be a more suitable solution, as it would 

deter non-resident parking while still meeting the needs of local residents.” 

Location Snodland - May Street 

View Object 
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“I am writing to register a strong objection to the proposed installation of double yellow lines 

on May Street, Snodland. Parking availability on our street is already severely limited. 

Residents frequently struggle to park anywhere near their own homes, particularly during 

evenings and weekends. Introducing double yellow lines would remove additional spaces 

and significantly worsen an already unacceptable situation for those who live here. The 

primary cause of the parking pressure is not residents, but non-resident vehicles. It is widely 

recognised that many of these vehicles belong to local workers who no longer have access 

to workplace parking, as well as commuters who park here to avoid paying for parking at the 

nearby train station. While I understand that parking pressures exist more broadly, it is 

unreasonable to solve those pressures by penalising residents and reducing our limited 

parking provision further. The proposal fails to address the root cause of the problem and 

instead shifts the burden onto households who have no alternative parking options. A far 

more appropriate solution would be the introduction of a residents’ permit parking scheme. 

This should include a clear limit on the number of permits issued per household to prevent 

oversubscription and ensure fair allocation of spaces. Such a scheme would prioritise 

residents, deter commuter and non-resident parking, and directly target the source of the 

issue without removing essential parking capacity. I urge the council to reconsider the 

proposed double yellow lines and instead consult properly with residents on implementing a 

controlled permit scheme that protects those who actually live on the street. Please confirm 

that this objection has been formally recorded as part of the consultation process.” 

Location Snodland - May Street 

View Object 

“Good morning I am contacting you with regards to the proposed double yellow lines in May 

Street/East Street. While I appreciate the access issues for emergency vehicles/refuse,  

parking in the area is awful, if the lines are put in place it will become even worse.  We have 

asked in the past for residents permit parking to solve the issue of people parking up for the 

day and catching the train or going off to work elsewhere, to no avail.  I would support the 

lines if the parking issues are resolved, we only have a limited amount of parking here and 

the bays are not enough, maybe open up the car park at the junction of May Street East 

Street to residents only or allow permit parking.   As it is we have to find parking elsewhere 

which causes problems with car/van break ins or vandalism which have effected a lot 

residents. I hope this can give you an insight to the issues we face here.” 

Location Snodland - May Street 

View Object 

“Thank you for your letter dated 23 January & received 13 February 2026, this is unfortunate 

that your letter arrived late.  Saying that I am emailing regarding your plans for double yellow 

lines to May Street / East Street & Brook Street by the deadline stated on your letter. 

The majority of cars parking in the proposed areas for yellow lines are commuters using the 

train service, staff and visitors from the care home, business estate visitors and workers 

especially those from the post office and surrounding businesses on estate, May Street 

residents are forced to park in areas proposed for yellow lines due to everyone else parking 

in our street.    We have double yellow lines to the top of May Street, which isn't 

monitored.  There are also cars parking on both sides of the Road at Brook Street, parking 

on pavements, restricting access for wheelchair & pram users, how is this monitored as I see 

there are no plans to restrict parking here, a van continues to park on the double yellow lines 

outside number 25 Brook Street, which restricts  visibility when exiting the junction and no 

action seems to be taken.  Whilst I support the need for the refuge team to access the road 

once per week, May Street is in desperate need for resident parking permits to prevent 

others not living on the street parking in much needed spaces, which has resulted in your 
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refuse team airing their concerns to you, regarding access.  We have asked for parking 

permits in the past, but has never been consulted to May Street, I find it difficult to 

comprehend why other roads in nearby train stations have parking permits, and wonder why 

Snodland is not considered, especially when there are popular high speed trains service & 

wonder whether you are able to take this forward to consult with residents, or even put a two 

hour restriction parking notice in place. 

On another note, there are many potholes and breakdowns of road surface contributed by 

the refuse vehicle accessing May Street, please can these be repaired, please see 

attached.  I have twice stepped into a pothole in the middle of the road during the darker 

nights and have taken days to recover, someone of an age may not be so lucky and may 

hold the road own liable.  I understand that the street lights do not belong to TMBC and will 

take this up with the Parish Council. 

I would also like to comment of the lack of care from the refuse collectors, please see picture 

of alleyway, where bins were left in the middle of the alley way, not only is this a means of 

escape in case of fire, we have a visually impaired visitor to our property on regular 

occasions, which can cause navigation issues. 

To end I think the introduction of permits or notices applied to street restricting parking for 

two hours only, this would alleviate others parking in May Street and could have avoided the 

costly consultation/works to TMBC & tax payers.” 

Location Snodland - May Street 

View Object 

“I agree tuning right onto east street from may street can be tight and would benefit from the 

actual corner having restriction but object because of the disproportional length of proposed 

restrictions which indicate they will remove two parking spaces with double yellows carrying 

on from/past the corner all way to number 54/56 May St, displacing 2 cars. I object to the 

proposed double yellows around/to the existing parking bay opposite numbers 54/56 May 

Street. This bay provides parking for 3 vehicles.  If the proposal of the double yellows 

happens it will mean 3 cars can no longer park in the final bays? I object because it will add 

to the displacement. May Street already has double yellows at top (station end) and 3 

dropped kerbs along it, further restrictions will increase antisocial parking.I object to the 

proposed East Street double yellow lines on the already restricted parking street, the 

proposed double yellows will create a rat run and increase the speed vehicles travel on what 

would be a clear strip of road, allowing them to speed up after turning into East Street 

instead of slowing down as they do now.  The sharp blind left where May street meets East 

street would become more dangerous for pedestrians joining the road where there is no  

pedestrian pavement and for road users. If East Street was cleared of parked vehicles as the 

proposal indicates it would soon become a short cut/rat run for delivery drivers and all using 

as a cut through to the trains station. The proposal to displace between 7-11 vehicles onto 

Brook Street (already restricted and bumper to bumper between 6pm-8am) is unstainable 

and will create more problems on Brook Street  which already has a high amount of vehicle 

collisions / impacts and people being clipped by cars/lorrys on the blind bend at bottom of 

the hill as they navigate the narrow pavement. There are no cited accidents or injuries on 

East or May Street.Possible solutions, depending on the reason for this proposal, if its to 

keep East Street clear for staff arriving to factory or the dustcart  on a Monday could there be 

timed parking restrictions allowing residents to park there when they get home after work but 

gone before 9am or similar agreement. With May street, the most common sense thing 

seems to be removing the raised flower/weed beds that currently divide the parking bays 

along may street, this could allow for 4-5 additional parking spaces. Not sure who  owns 
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them but they've been paying for people to come spray the raised beds with weed killer 

every year for years so they'd be saving money in the long run if they were gone, residents 

would probably help with the removal if asked by the owners.Please submit this email as my 

objection to the Joint Transportation Board for consideration.” 

Location Snodland - May Street 

View Object 

“I have received your letter regarding parking restrictions (double yellow lines)  along may 

street and junctions ….I don’t really know what planet you guys are on if you cannot see the 

problem and as you can see from your survey the residents have spoken and they dont want 

it …mainly because there is not enough parking in may street and surrounding roads so 

where will residents park without getting a parking ticket …which brings me nicely to my next 

point …the reason why you want to add double yellow lines is because it will generate more 

money for you to waste…there would not be a problem along the proposed route if you 

stopped non residents parking to commute on THE TRAINS …now there’s a thought I’ll 

leave you with and see if you can come up with an idea without punishing residents with the 

safety rubbish as an excuse to generate money …in my years of living in the area I don’t 

recall anyone being run over or injured in the proposed double yellow line route …so where 

the safety issue comes from is beyond belief …maybe stop agreeing to more housing 

projects which the area doesn’t need and encouraging more cars and people to this once 

lovely rural area being ruined by local and county councils …” 

Location Snodland - May Street 

View Object 

“I am writing to raise serious concerns regarding the enforcement of yellow lines from 

outside my home at REDACTED May Street, Snodland, extending towards East Street, and 

to ask what reasonable alternatives or solutions are being offered to residents in my 

situation. I have lived at this address for eight years. Over that time, parking availability in 

May Street has become increasingly difficult. Many residents own multiple vehicles or vans, 

and as several leave early for work and return early, spaces are usually taken long before I 

return home. I am a single parent with one car and work as a REDACTED, a role I have 

carried out for 22 years. I work shifts, meaning I often return home around 6:30pm, and on 

some shifts closer to 9pm. When I am working, my autistic daughter (aged 12) is cared for 

by my parents, and I collect her on my way home. My daughter is autistic and has no 

awareness of road dangers. She requires constant supervision near traffic, as she will run up 

and down and does not understand the risks posed by passing vehicles. When I am unable 

to park in May Street or the nearby bays, I am forced to park further away in East Street. 

With the enforcement of double yellow lines there, this option is no longer available. This 

leaves me in an impossible position: carrying bags while ensuring the safety of my autistic 

child, potentially having to walk a significant distance along busy roads with no safe or 

practical alternative. This is not only extremely stressful but poses a genuine safety risk to 

my daughter. I would like to understand what consideration has been given to residents with 

disabilities or caring responsibilities, and what solutions the council can offer in cases such 

as mine. For example, are exemptions, resident permits, designated bays, or alternative 

arrangements being considered for households where enforcing these restrictions creates a 

significant safeguarding issue? I would appreciate a response outlining how the council 

proposes to address this situation and ensure that my daughter and I are not placed at risk 

as a result of these changes.” 

Location Snodland - May Street 

View Object 
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“Parking is more important than double yellow lines. Double yellow lines would force 

residents to park on other streets in the local area. This would increase more problems in an 

already difficult parking area.” 
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Phase 15-16 Snodland – Booth Close 
Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Support 

“We support the proposal as the parking on Booth Close causes many issues, e.g. a lot of 

obstructions, making it difficult to get out, non-residents / residents without allocated parking 

often park their car wherever they can and use all the visitor bays. More thought should be 

given about the public transport as it is inadequate.” 

Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Support 

“Parking in that street has become bad as there are no double yellow lines and I think it is 

important they should be enforced to stop inconsiderate parking. We are seeing this on 

Crossfield Walk and also Alisander Close and feel if Booth Close benefits from double yellow 

lines, so should these other two streets. Countless times a van the size of an ambulance 

cannot get through safely.” 

Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Support 

“The random parking of people around the estate is very dangerous. They should reinstate 

all the yellow lines in all the side streets to ensure the walk ways are not blocked and 

children can safely navigate the estate. There have been lots of occasions where we have 

found cars parked on pavements as the roads aren’t wide enough for genuine parking.” 

Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Support 

“People often park right by the entrance to the road making it difficult to get in and out. It 

obscures vision at the end of the road and can make it unsafe turning out on to poynder. 

They often park blocking the bin store and bins are not emptied. They also park on the 

corner of the bend which again obscure vision and has caused some near misses with car 

coming in and out not being able to see each other.” 

Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Object 

“We have lived here for 8 years. We bought our house on the authority no parking 

restrictions. We have never had issues getting to the road. We have 2 vehicles to our home. 

Other neighbours have multiple vehicles as the supported housing residents. We have at 

lease 8 cars parked who live in the road. Where will we now park if lines are enforce? We 

have to object to this proposal it is ludicrous. We should be able to park outside our own 

house, its not a walkway. Bin lorries cab get through peak & off peak times when the road 

has cars parked so no reason emergency services cannot pass.” 

Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Object 

“I am writing to formally object to the proposed installation of double yellow lines within Booth 

Close. As a resident directly affected by this proposal, I believe the restriction is 
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unnecessary, disproportionate, and will create more problems than it solves. 1. Significant 

Loss of Essential Parking The proposed double yellow lines would remove parking for 

approximately eight vehicles. In a residential close with no alternative parking provision, this 

represents a substantial and harmful reduction in available space. Residents rely on  street 

parking, and removing this capacity will displace vehicles into surrounding streets, creating 

wider parking pressures and inconvenience for the community. There is no evidence that the 

current parking arrangement causes obstruction or prevents access for residents, visitors, or 

emergency services. The road is already used exclusively by those living in or visiting the 

close, and parking demand reflects normal residential use. 2. The Road Is Wide Enough to 

Accommodate Parking Safely Even with vehicles parked along the road, there remains 

ample space for cars to pass safely. The geometry and width of the close do not justify a 

blanket parking ban. The council has not demonstrated that parked vehicles cause 

congestion, block access, or create safety hazards. 3. Natural Traffic Calming Already Exists 

This is a residential close, not a through route. Traffic levels are low, and drivers naturally 

travel slowly and cautiously due to the presence of homes, pets, and children. Parked 

vehicles contribute to this natural traffic calming effect, encouraging drivers to reduce speed 

and navigate carefully. Removing parking may unintentionally increase vehicle speeds, 

reducing safety rather than improving it. Conclusion - the current proposal is excessive and 

does not reflect the actual needs or conditions of the close.” 

Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Object 

“I am writing to object to the proposal to implement double yellow lines to Booth Close. 

There had been minor issues with obstructions in the Close that now seem to be resolved 

with no recent incidents for past 6 months with only a few inconsiderately parking historically. 

The vast majority park respectfully without causing restriction to the area. Allocated parking 

and visitors bays are very limited and to restrict further would make it virtually impossible for 

visitors  to park anywhere in the immediate vicinity and carrying items, children etc extremely 

difficult to search for available parking elsewhere much further away as parking is already 

restricted on Manely Boulevard and only 1 visitors bay in Booth Close. The limit for 3 hrs of 

using a blue badge for drivers or passengers would also be a major disruption and 

inconvenience with individuals with mobility issues. I am not aware of frequent access issues 

to either emergency services or waste collection vehicles. The implementation of double 

yellow lines is an extreme unnecessary measure to a minor infrequent parking issue and 

would adversely impact on households and visitors who park responsibly.” 

Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Object 

“After reading the Phase 15 parking action plan consultation I first would like to object to the 

double yellows in booth close as it will have a dramatic impact to the life of residents on 

Poynder drive, Parking is hard enough atm and this will cause more stress and mental 

health to me as I struggle to park as it is. The first thing I would like you both to consider is 

removing double yellow lines on Poynder drive there are many areas that can still have them 

taking away. The other thing I would like to bring to your attention is what we have to deal 

with everyday because there are not enough spaces is cars parking on the corners as you 

can see in the pictures attached. They also block the drop kerb so prams etc cant cross. 

Now if there was a medical emergency or a fire ( there have been 4 here already) how on 

earth would a fire truck get down here so my proposal would be yellow lines just on the 

corners to prevent this. P.S The car was still there this morning ” 

Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Object 
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“In relation to the yellow lines proposed on Booth Close I would like to object. Please note 

this is not a total objection as I think yellow lining the whole close is not practical. The road 

has many two apartments that only have one parking space and you are just going to force 

parking elsewhere. When Berkeleys Homes painted the lines on the close back in circa 2016 

which wasn’t part of the planning and had to be removed, we had questionnaires on this and 

I repeatedly said the same thing. We need lines in certain parts - I have taken a photograph 

of the map you’ve sent and attached with details where I think lines are required. Other 

areas simply aren’t necessary. We need to ensure that people can park. We are a solely 

residential area and this estate particularly in phase 1 has extremely limited parking 

compared to the latter phases and we should not be penalising people for needing to have 

two vehicles.” 

Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Object 

“Parking is already a serious matter on Poynder drive with no spaces whatsoever so putting 

double yellows in Booth close will put more strain on Poynder drive parking and more stress 

on the residents trying to park there vehicles in Poynder so i am objective to this.” 

Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Object 

“There is enough yellow lines on the development some people find it hard to park as 

restrictions are already on place. The impact to do this is so not needed” 

Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Object 

“I live on Poynder Drive which junction with  Booth Close. Poynder Drive is already difficult 

enough to park on as it is I would actually like that to be more relaxed parking along Poynder 

Drive to be there is. By double lining booth close parking will becoming almost impossible. 

The estate does not have enough to buy to cope with the amount of residents that live here. 

I propose the it booth close becomes double yellow lines then Poynder drive and 

surrounding roads will need more relaxed double yellows. I appreciate the booth close is a 

smaller road so if you take away parking from there, you need to allocate more parking on 

the main road.” 

Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Object 

“Parking is very difficult and Holborough Lakes and this will make it worse. More traffic 

driving round looking for a space. More idling outside houses and the Primary School.” 

Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Object 

“By reducing on street parking, it will make it harder for residents to park vehicles.  We do 

not have enough space at the moment.   

” 

Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Object 

“Please can this NOT go through the parking is hard enough for everyone on this estate. 

There is no where to park and if they go ahead everyone that parks there will park in all the 

other spaces and we will never get parked. There needs to be more spaces on the main 

roads not less please please look at the parking issues we currently have it’s unbearable 

coming home from work everyday and struggling to park for 45 minutes every day. 

Thankyou” 
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Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Object 

“Parking in Holborough Lakes is absolutely awful as it is. Adding more double yellows and 

not allowing people to park is going to cause more issues. Holborough Lakes needs more 

park not less!” 

Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Object 

“There is no reason to have double yellow lines here as large vehicles including the refuse 

trucks can come down here with no problem at all. I suggest maybe removing more yellow 

lines around here for residents.” 

Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Object 

“Parking restrictions are strangling already. There is not enough parking as it is. The knock in 

affect  from people and visitors not being able to park is they park in other people’s allocated 

spaces who then can’t get parked on arrival home. You seem to be tightening the noose on 

Holborough Lakes bit by bit. If you travel round various locations in snodland and the wider 

community you will see there are many estates that park on kerbs, park near junctions or 

park in long lines not allowing for pull in spaces but Holborough Lakes, where it does have 

more freedom to lift some double yellows sensibly, allow for more parking with the 

considerable amount of homes and make it more visitor friendly is constantly being 

squeezed tighter with more and more restrictions being added. It’s actually appauling that 

the enforcers park on the double yellows then issue tickets to others. Place the double 

yellows on junctions, lift other double yellows on the longer stretches of road and get a 

balance. The only people who would welcome this are those with garages and driveways. 

We don’t all have that luxury” 

Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Object 

“I object to the proposal IF there are no plans to remove double yellow lines from safe 

parking areas close to Booth Close e.g. on Poynder Drive. It is already a nightmare to park 

on Holborough Lakes and by just adding more restrictions without removing them where it is 

quite obviously safe to do so elsewhere will mean that the problem with parking will not be 

resolved and the concerns residents have on Booth Close will transfer somewhere else” 

Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Object 

“There is not enough parking on Holborough Lakes as it is. This makes people have to park 

in visitor bays and unlined roads. If more double yellows are put in place, it will make parking 

worse. Please do not do this.” 

Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Object 

“Dear Sir 

I am writing regarding the proposed installation of double yellow lines on Booth Close, as 

outlined in your recent consultation. 

Whilst I understand the intention behind the proposal, traffic flow has never been an issue on 

Booth Close. Residents’ bins are collected without any difficulties, and more recently a fire 

truck was able to access the houses. This contradicts an issue with traffic flow around the 

area as reason behind double yellow lines being implemented. 
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Outside 11-13 Booth House there is no current walkway, therefore parking does not impact 

on pedestrians. Double yellow lines will have such a significant impact on residents, who 

already have such limited parking, that those with mobility issues and young children will be 

put at risk. Parking nearby will be so congested that  residents will need to walk for some 

distance just to access their own property. Furthermore, visitors, carers and delivery vehicles 

will not be able to stop safely in the area. I also have serious concerns about the impact on 

other roads within the area, who will no doubt be affected by this proposal when people 

attempt to park nearby, 

To my knowledge, Booth Close has never experienced congestion or safety issues, further 

evidenced by the fire truck recently accessing the road. These proposed restrictions are 

excessive and residents feel that the measures are disproportionate to the problem they are 

intended to address. 

I respectfully ask the council to review the decision and consider alternative options such as 

time limited controls or partial restrictions. If not, then a consultation with residents is 

absolutely necessary to understand the impact this measure will have. 

I would appreciate being informed of any review or next steps in this proposal. 

Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Unclear 

“DYL needed where shown on plan (entrance to Booth Close and both sides from No.3, 

westwards to access alongside No's 10 & 11) to stop parking + obstruction on the corners of 

the close + narrow drive passageway towards car park. The other areas of parking are not 

an issue and prohibiting parking in the area would cause further issues for residents.” 

Location Snodland - Booth Close 

View Unclear 

“There is a need to protect access at all times for cars getting to houses in the Close, and for 

ambulances and fire vehicles, let alone the waste collection vehicles. The area that is most 

in need is the immediate access from Poynders Drive, and narrow neck on the approach up 

to numbers 4-10. I agree with double yellow lines on these two areas. If you decide to put 

the yellow lines as per the plans you sent us, it will exacerbate the problem unnecessarily. It 

will not affect me because I have a parking place outside the house and garage.” 

 

  



Phase 15 - Annex 4 Formal Consultation Responses 

 

Phase 15 -18 Snodland – Charles Close 
Location Snodland - Charles Close 

View Support 

“The proposals are exactly what is needed to restrict parking to one side of Charles Close. 

Where the proposed double yellow lines are in the turnaround area they need to go to the 

edge of the driveway of No.24, this is to prevent vehicles parking on the path there and 

blocking the pathway to Birling Road. The proposals will allow safe access for emergency 

vehicles if needed. At present dustcarts and delivery vehicles have difficulty getting through 

the Close, These measures would greatly improve this as long as it is checked regularly be 

traffic wardens.” 

Location Snodland - Charles Close 

View Support 

“Some non-residents park all week never moving in the circle at bottom . Cars park on 

pavement with front in the hedge blocking pavement.” 

Location Snodland - Charles Close 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Snodland - Charles Close 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Snodland - Charles Close 

View Support 

“Please get the yellow lines soon. I'm fed up with having to go in the road with my mobility 

scooter as are parked on the path day and night. I'm (age redacted) please help” 

Location Snodland - Charles Close 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Snodland - Charles Close 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Snodland - Charles Close 

View Support 

“I support the Borough Council's proposals for changes to the on-street parking 

arrangements for Charles Close, Snodland shown on plan DD607-18-PM Snodland - 

Charles Close.” 

Location Snodland - Charles Close 

View Support 

“I am in support of yellow lines  , ref DD606-18-PM Snodland charles close.” 

Location Snodland - Charles Close 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Snodland - Charles Close 

View Object 
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“We object to yellow lines. We are not objecting to residents parking only which would 

reduce volume of non-resident cars.” 

Location Snodland - Charles Close 

View Object 

“We object to the boroughs proposal for change to the on street parking arrangements for 

Charles close shown on drawing DD607/18-PM We believe that having double yellow lines 

will affect the residents of Charles close especially from visitors of residents in Charles close. 

The impact may affect blocking of driveways and also impact the local roads where parking 

is already extremely limited. I don’t believe a small area that accommodates approx. 5 cars 

warrants double yellow lines and really doesn’t impacts any residents of Charles close who 

all have driveways. I’d rather it stay as it is and used as a first come first serve basis.” 

Location Snodland - Charles Close 

View Object 

“I sometimes have no choice but to park in Charles Close as I cannot park outside my 

house. If this goes ahead where will I park as when I come home from work about 17.30pm, 

there are no spaces. I can understand the residents frustration but you need to make other 

places so that we can park without having to walk miles. This is not acceptable and I strongly 

disagree with this proposal.” 

Location Snodland - Charles Close 

View Object 

“THERE WILL BE NO WHERE FOR VISTORS TO PARK OR WORKMEN,,,,AND WILL 

JUST MAKE THINGS WORSE IN OTHER LOCAL ROADS.WHICH IS BAD ENOUGH NOW 

.VECHILES WILL BE PARKED ON YELLOW LINES ..HOWEVER LEAVEING THE 

TURNING CIRCLE YELLOW LINE FREE WOULD PARTLY HELP RESIDENTS ..” 

Location Snodland - Charles Close 

View Object 

“I first thankyou for the letter dated 23rd Jan re consultation on yellow lines.  

 there are a couple of issues that need to be address . This is the first time I have seen any 

consultation letters SO if you carried out a consultation last year. I am not surprised the 

returns were negative as I do not believe everyone got a copy I certainly did not. 

 Before any decision on any restricted parking is made, I would request a site meeting with 

residents to discuss formally, and not by a hit and miss postal survey. 

also when Yellow lines are installed they serve little purpose unless they are policed 

properly. one should also consider that when Charles close was built in the 1970, parking 

was not so much of an issue, as residents only had one car if at all   

to put yellow lines outside people houses is a disaster as most people in our close have two 

cars. and will park outside their house. 

 A parking permit system would be best served, (not that I am sure this would work ) either “ 

Location Snodland - Charles Close 

View Unclear 

“I agree that some steps should be taken to deter non residents parking in Charles Close. As 

a resident I am concerned that if double yellow lines are introduced all the way down the 

close and round the corner to the south it will take up parking spaces for visitors. There is 

adequate space for 4 parking bays to be marked out without obstructing access to number 

24 Charles Close. Directly opposite my house there is a vehicle (belonging to the resident) 
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parked there every evening and weekend. The house next door has a vehicle (their vehicle) 

permanently parked outside. That takes up two spaces. Today, for example there are 12 cars 

parked in the road not accounting for any parked right down the end “bubble”. That means 

there are no spaces even now for visitors or tradesmen to park so double yellow lines will 

not deter non residents but just make parking difficult for our visitors if non residents claim a 

space first.” 

 

  



Phase 15 - Annex 4 Formal Consultation Responses 

 

Phase 15-21&22 Tonbridge – Douglas Road 
Location Tonbridge - Douglas Road 

View Support 

“I am writing in support of the council's proposal for double yellow line to be applied per 

DD607-21&22-PM Tonbridge Douglas road parking plan.” 

Location Tonbridge - Douglas Road 

View Support 

“I support the Borough Council's proposals for changes to the on-street parking 

arrangements for Douglas Road, Tonbridge shown on the plan DD607-21&22-PM Tonbridge 

- Douglas Road. I live almost directly opposite this stretch of the road.   Several of us have 

had cars on our side of the road damaged by passing vehicles.   We believe this is due to 

large vehicles being parked on the stretch indicated on your proposals (outside number 94).   

Parking in this spot narrows the road significantly, with vehicles on both sides.  Parking here 

also seems to make it difficult for drivers approaching from the west to judge the road width 

as it narrows outside number 73.    There is adequate parking on Douglas Road, and I would 

be very happy to park a few yards away from my house to ensure this stretch of road is safe. 

Many thanks for looking at this issue and trying to take action.” 

Location Tonbridge - Douglas Road 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 
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Phase 15-24  Tonbridge   - West Rise & College 

Avenue 
Location Tonbridge - College Ave & West Rise 

View Support 

“I support the proposals as vehicles park all around the bends / corners making it impossible 

to clearly see any traffic coming from the left hand side when exiting West Rise. Vehicles 

also park on the pavements which is a hazard to pedestrians.” 

Location Tonbridge - College Ave & West Rise 

View Support 

“I 100% agree with the proposal to add double yellow lines to the junction of these roads.  I 

believe it is an accident waiting to happen. There is a white van parked the majority of the 

time on the left-hand side near the junction as you exit West Rise, half on the pavement half 

on the road, which means that you cannot walk on the pavement/have to drive on the wrong 

side of the road to exit the road into College Avenue.  (In the past there was another white 

van that parked on the other side of the road at the same point, which made it almost 

impossible to enter/exit West Rise).  For emergency vehicles and the rubbish collection, I am 

unsure how they can get up the road some days.  When there are cars parked near the 

junction on College Avenue as well, it is even worse.  Sometimes cars come in both 

directions on College Ave and if they try to turn left into West Rise, no-one can go anywhere 

because the entrance into West Rise is then blocked with a car trying to exit/turn right (but 

has no other option but to exit the road from the wrong side of the road) and with cars also 

parked on the road as you turn left out of West Rise, there is no-where to go. The downside 

of this proposal could be that the issue on the corners of the road could be moved further up 

the road, but from a safety perspective cars should never be parked so close to a junction (I 

thought that was in the Highway Code?) I am guessing that the people voting against this 

proposal are either those people who park their cars on the junction to be close to their 

property, or people who don’t live close enough to the junction to suffer with these issues?” 

Location Tonbridge - College Ave & West Rise 

View Support 

“We are in support of the Borough Councils proposals for changes to the on-street parking 

arrangements for College Avenue & West Rose, Tonbridge. Those shown on plan DD607-

24-PM Tonbridge - College Ave & West Rise. The current situation with on-street parking is 

dangerous and forces cars to be on the wrong side of the road whilst going around a blind 

bend. Increasing restrictions in the areas suggested will make the road safer and shouldn't 

impact residents too much as most houses have off street parking.” 

Location Tonbridge - College Avenue and West Rise 

View Support 

“In my view, this proposal is entirely logical and sensible. I very much hope it will proceed. 

Thank you.” 

Location Tonbridge - College Avenue and West Rise 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Tonbridge - College Avenue and West Rise 

View Support 

“Cars parking on the corners of West Rise and College Avenue obstruct visibility at the 

junction making turning more dangerous than necessary.” 
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Location Tonbridge - College Avenue and West Rise 

View Support 

“Cars are regularly parked in a dangerous manner on this corner. I have had many near 

misses and seen numerous others due to lack of visibility. My concern is that the corner of 

The Spinney will go the same way. This should also have restrictions in my view. A lot of 

school sixth formers park very badly and dangerously in College Avenue.” 

Location Tonbridge - College Ave & West Rise 

View Object 

“This plan excludes the exact mirror problem around The Spinney and access. It will divert 

parking to The Spinney and cause the same problem, which does already exist. We prefer a 

Residents Parking Scheme to blanket yellow lines. I need to park outside my home as I am 

(age redacted). On occasions - medical visits too!” 

Location Tonbridge - College Ave & West Rise 

View Object 

“The addition of these proposed yellow lines will force cars to park further up West Rise 

causing issues for residents. We already have been impacted by the new restrictions on 

College Avenue, resulting in people having to park further into the estate. Rather than the 

proposed layout of the yellow lines the same logic could be achieved by just having double 

yellow on one side of the junction.” 

Location Tonbridge - College Avenue and West Rise 

View Object 

“It does not solve the parking problem at the end of The Spinney and could make that road 

more prone to parking on the corner of that road as it is a mirror to West Rise - which you 

have attempted  to solve. That is my sole objection  - should it be extended to include the 

entrance to The Spinney too?” 

Location Tonbridge - College Avenue and West Rise 

View Object 

“I am writing to formally object to the proposed introduction of double yellow lines on College 

Avenue and West Rise. DD607-24-PM 

I have lived on this estate for over three years and strongly believe that this proposal will 

create more problems than it solves, not only on these roads but across the wider estate as 

a whole. 

One of the reasons cited for the proposal is that refuse and service vehicles are unable to 

access the roads. This claim is simply not accurate. During my time living here, bin 

collections have always taken place without issue, and refuse vehicles have consistently 

been able to access the roads, even with cars parked as they currently are. This has been 

the case consistently over several years. 

The real issue on College Avenue and West Rise is not parked cars, but the speed at which 

some vehicles travel through the estate. Removing parking will not slow traffic; if anything, it 

risks encouraging higher speeds by creating longer, clearer stretches of road. If safety is the 

concern, traffic calming measures or speed enforcement would be far more appropriate and 

effective solution. 

Parking pressure on the estate is already exacerbated by school-related parking. Parents 

and students parking for nearby schools regularly use roads across the estate, which 

significantly increases congestion at peak times. Introducing double yellow lines on these 
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roads will not remove this demand; it will simply push vehicles further into surrounding 

streets, worsening the problem elsewhere. 

This situation is set to become far more severe given the ongoing and proposed 

developments in the area. Over 100 new houses are currently being built near Haysden, with 

proposals for a further 400 homes nearby. These developments are located in an area that 

already includes a college and three schools. With no corresponding increase in parking 

infrastructure, it is difficult to understand where residents, visitors, school-related traffic, or 

service providers are realistically expected to park. 

The impact on existing residents has not been adequately considered. Many households 

have more than one vehicle, which is entirely normal. Removing on-street parking will leave 

residents with no viable alternatives. The same applies to visitors, tradespeople, and carers. 

In particular, carers supporting elderly or vulnerable residents require reasonable access and 

parking nearby, which this proposal would make significantly more difficult. 

Rather than addressing the root causes of congestion and safety concerns, the introduction 

of double yellow lines will simply displace parking and increase frustration across the estate. 

This feels like a short-sighted measure that does not reflect the lived experience of residents 

or the growing pressures being placed on the local area. 

For the reasons outlined above, I strongly object to the proposed double yellow lines on 

College Avenue and West Rise and urge the council to reconsider this proposal, taking into 

account current conditions, future development, and the real needs of residents.” 

Location Tonbridge - College Avenue and West Rise 

View Object 

“It is clear to me that by putting in place these new double yellow lines, the problem will 

simply move to the next road over - The Spinney. The Spinney is not a wide road, and I have 

previously had difficulty getting on and off my driveway when cars have parked opposite my 

driveway, close to the junction with College Avenue. 

If these new restrictions are put in place, then they must be applied to both West Rise and 

the neighbouring roads otherwise the council is simply alleviating a problem on one road by 

causing a problem on another.” 

 

 

  



Phase 15 - Annex 4 Formal Consultation Responses 

 

Phase 15-27 Walderslade – Robin Hood Lane 
Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Support 

“Good Morning TMBC, I hope you're well. 

Me and my wife are fully in favour of these parking restrictions. We would like to see double 

yellows in the turning circle by the curly bridge at the end of Lowe Robin Hood Lane. Me & 

my wife have had numerous issue's with nuisance parking, people park face on facing the 

bridge not up against the kerbs and on maybe id say 9 or 10 occasions of our three years 

being here we have been blocked in our own driveway by nuisance parking. We had an 

occasion a couple of years ago where my wife has an urgent baby scan and we couldn't get 

off our drive, we had to smash the vehicle window and release the vehicles handbrake which 

as you can imagine is quite dangerous as its on a down hill but we managed to control the 

vehicle safely. We had another incident where, because we cant always access our drive 

easily we have to drive the whole vehicle up onto the public footpath beneath the bridge to 

reverse onto our drive and one incident saw my wife knock a child of his bike. Luckily he was 

fine but we simply should not have these problems in the first place. In our eyes its 

absolutely imperative these lines go down within the turning circle its caused us a lot of 

stress over the recent few years with nuisance parking. The problem i think we will find is 

there are a lot of business that operate on Lower Robin Hood Lane (that perhaps shouldn't 

be operating from a residential property) and they have a lot of customers that come and 

park along the road.  

Thank you for taking the time to read, have a great day.” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Support 

“Too much nuisance parking at the turning circle at the end of Lower Robin Hood Lane 

blocking driveways” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Support 

“I pass the cul-de-sac T junction daily. Cars are often parked on both sides of the road. 

There appears to be some sort of car business located close to the cul-de-sac. There is no 

visibility of cars coming through there from either side. The 9 against presumably concerns 

mainly those concerned with the business. In addition, if the volume of cars relates to the 

business the problem may continue on Saturdays and Sundays.” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Support 

“When you state 12pm do you mean midday or do you mean midnight?” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Support 

“We have recently received correspondence from yourselves inviting comment to the above 

proposed double and single yellow lines.  We reside at REDACTED Robin Hood lane and 

would firstly like to say that we are very much in favour of the yellow lines, however there are 

some points that we raised at our first point of deliberation that have been addressed and 

some that clearly have not. The first point that gives us great concern is the fact that we 
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understand from our neighbour at 139 after speaking directly to your office that the above 

said proposals in which you have invited for comment have in fact been decided upon and if 

this is the case your letter dated 23rd January 2026 becomes redundant for consultation.  

Requesting comments as the letter stated would interpret that yourselves were genuinely 

open to consultation, which if our neighbour is correct in the fact that yourselves confirmed 

that the proposals are already fixed and can not be changed then the letter should have 

been procedural and not been open to comment. This brings us to the second point which 

has a direct bearing on why we are so concerned.  We understand on the location map and 

confirmed by our neighbour at 139 that the council does not recognise the access road 

which starts outside our property (137) up to 149 as a road.  Please could you give 

clarification as to how at your office defines a road.  We were on the understanding that a 

road is that in which it is used for vehicle and pedestrian use that links access to locations.  

The reason this is relevant is that there has been no provisions made for this access road on 

the map which in turn will cause a problem for us as we have already experienced drivers 

that commute park directly on the pathway and the green verge and even blocked driveways 

before, hence when you state no waiting between 11am-12pm at the top of the road, which I 

might add is also an access road you are effectively going to encourage those drivers to 

simply move down to outside our properties. Thirdly, we feel that the no waiting times of 

11am-12.pm equating to one hour is not sufficient not only because we have witnessed 

commuters that are using the access road clearly being picked up and dropped off at 

different times of the day we also have witnessed a resident that is using his address as a 

car sales is also using that access point and the road to park his overflow of vehicles, this 

time restriction we feel would not deter or eradicate the problem. We appreciate you taking 

time to consider our comments and  look forward to a response as a direct response to our 

email and would appreciate it not being a generic response.” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Support 

“I am in support of the proposals for changes to the on-street parking arrangements on 

Robin Hood Lane, Walderslade  Chatham. Especially with limiting the single yellow lines to 

Mon-Fri. You could even restrict it for 2 hours instead of one on those days.” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Support 

“Thank you for the recent correspondence in respect of the above. Just to confirm that we 

support the revised proposals and think a no waiting solution is more favourable than having 

double yellow lines. This should deter commuter parking but without permanent restrictions 

that seem somewhat overbearing.” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Support 

“With reference to your letter dated 26th January regarding the proposal for the on-street 

parking arrangements for Robin Hood Lane and the cul-de-sac (DD607-27-PM Walderslade 

– Robin Hood Lane) I support the plans in principal although remain concerned that any 

parking restriction proposed may push the parking of ad-hoc vehicles into the side roads i.e. 

Mercer Court. If this proves to be the case a further extension of the double yellow lines 

would be required both in Robin Hood Lane where the cul-de-sac element is.” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 
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View Support 

“We are in support of full-time NO WAITING AT ANY TIME restrictions on Robin Hood Lane. 

It is a complete waste of time and money to limit the restriction to 11am-12pm. Firstly, all 

properties on Robin Hood Lane have sufficient off-road parking to alleviate the need for on-

road parking. Secondly, the road has a deceptive bend to it, making any obstruction a 

hazard. The bend and the speed of cars using the road, don't allow the motorist the 

confidence to safely overtake any parked vehicle on the road. We have had several near 

misses trying to indicate the turn into our driveway when a vehicle is parked directly 

opposite. The oncoming vehicle thinks we are indicating to overtake the parked vehicle and 

then gets annoyed when we turn into our drive. Thirdly, someone around 164 Robin Hood 

Lane is running a car valeting business and frequently parks several cars on the road which 

makes overtaking on that bend another extremely dangerous manoeuvre. Fourthly, although 

brief, during school drop-off times, the Fostington Way end of Robin Hood Lane gets 

congested with parents parking, causing hazardous obstruction on an already busy junction. 

We know that residents have complained for many years about the speed of vehicles using 

Robin Hood Lane, with no effect. The speed and the deceptive bend are issues that need to 

be addressed. Full-time restrictions are needed to avoid the risk of an accident on this busy 

road.” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Support 

“Whilst I agree in principle ,the restrictions do not go far enough to cover road safety issues. 

The restriction should be as follows. Waiting should be from 0700 to 0900 to cover the main 

flow of early morning traffic, The  main junction to RHL should be no waiting at any time, this 

is a dangerous  bend.” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Support 

“I write to indicate that whilst I fully support parking restrictions and urge that action is taken 

quickly before a serious accident occurs, I am, as no doubt other residents are, puzzled and 

would like to understand why the previously proposed and very sensible restrictions have 

now been diluted despite being supported by 75% of those who responded. It is important to 

understand that the problem of on-street parking is most acutely felt on the bends of Robin 

Hood Lane particularly at that end of the Lane where the road meets the cul-de-sac and 

Fostington Way.  Here, parking occurs both day and night on both sides of this relatively 

blind bend and constantly in the bus stop adjacent to the cul-de sac on both weekdays and 

at weekends.  This has created a serious hazard to those using the Lane as well as to those 

entering and exiting properties on the Lane.  This is not a recent phenomenon and 

historically relates to the road being used as ‘day parking’ by those who are then collected 

and dropped back at the end of the day.  However more recently the problem has been 

compounded by a high volume of cars which are parked for long periods at the ‘top end’.  

The result of this parking is that vehicles negotiating the road from either direction have to 

move to the centre of the road before being able to see oncoming traffic. It is also means 

vehicles trying to enter and exit properties on the lane are denied safe passage due to poor 

visibility created by the parked cars.  Being unable to have a clear view in order to do so 

safely creates a significant hazard to both residents and other Lane users. As vehicles are 

also usually parked half on the pavement this also constitutes a hazard for pedestrians. In 

relation to the bus stop at the cul-de-sac end of the lane, I note The Highway Code at 

section 243 states ‘DO NOT stop or park at or near a bus stop “, however there is seldom a 

time of day or night that this is not full of parked cars which again park partly on the 

pavement to maximise the space. The same section of The Highway Code also states “ DO 

NOT stop or park on a bend “ and “ DO NOT stop or park opposite or within 10 metres of a 
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junction “. Capitalisations are as the relative parts appear in The Highway Code. I therefore 

do not believe the current proposals as amended fully address all the issues and if not 

reflected upon further will allow a serious hazard to continue which is likely to contribute to or 

indeed be the primary cause of an accident involving serous injury or worse. ” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Support 

“I, a resident of REDACTED Robin Hood Lane, ME5 9 NL, am in favour of your 

recommendations.” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Support 

“In response to the letter regarding the above action for double yellow lines. As a household 

we have been wanting this to be actioned for so long. People drove way too fast around this 

road, using it as a cut through when traffic is bad. People parking on blind bends etc I'm 

surprised there have not been more accidents.  We are in full support of the lines. We do not 

think that any extra time restrictions do would be put in place though. ” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Support 

“I fully support the Borough Council’s proposals for the changes to the on-street parking 

arrangements for the Robin Hood Lane and cul-de-sac, Walderslade, Chatham, as shown 

on plan DD607-27-PM Specifically, the inclusion of time-restricted (or residents-only) parking 

in the cul-de-sac itself. Any solution to limit the dangerous and obstructive parking which 

occurs on both sides of the road, impacting all residents of the cul-de-sac, would be very 

much appreciated. I’m sure you will also receive responses of approval from the only other 

two residential properties further down the cul-de-sac from us; as they have spoken to this 

about me already and they all wish for this matter to be resolved.” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Support 

“We agree with the no waiting at any time on the bend from 186 and red line for the 

remainder of the road. The no waiting at any time at the end of the cul-de-sac will shift the 

commuter parking to other positions in the cul-de-sac. This already causes problem for 

access with cars, due to double parking on either side of the road. Almost impossible for 

waste collection or deliveries. As all residents have drives a red line in the area to stop the 

commuter parking would be a better option.” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Object 

“I object to the Borough Council’s proposals for changes to the on-street parling 

arrangements for Robin Hood Lane (and cul-de-sac), Walderslade, Chatham shown on plan 

DD607-27-PM Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane. It will still allow parking near the cul-de-sac 

outside houses 171, 171a, 202 etc. This will make the road difficult to get down due to 

parking on both sides of the road. Where I live I will need to first go up a shared driveway 

before turning right into Robin Hood Lane by number 171a. If there are cars parked both 

sides then it will make it difficult to swing out into the road. It will also cause issues for when 

the refuse collection takes place as well as other large vehicles trying to get through. My 
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proposal would be to still have the DYL at the end of the cul-de-sac but make the rest of that 

cul-de-sac no waiting 11am-12pm one side and no waiting 12pm-1pm the other side.” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Object 

“I would like to formally object to this proposal. My family regularly parks on the road outside 

our home, as our driveway is not large enough to accommodate all of our vehicles. The 

introduction of yellow lines would prevent us from parking outside our own property and 

could result in us receiving parking tickets for doing so, which feels unreasonable. Parking 

on our road has not caused any traffic congestion, obstruction, or safety concerns to date. It 

is not a main road and traffic flow is generally light. Vehicles are able to pass safely, and 

there have been no ongoing issues to justify such restrictions. If the concern relates to 

vehicle speed or general safety, we would be open to discussing alternative measures such 

as traffic calming solutions (for example, speed cushions or signage), which may address 

any concerns without removing residents’ ability to park. We respectfully ask that the council 

reconsider the proposal to install yellow lines and instead engage with residents to explore 

more balanced solutions.” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Object 

“I do not believe these measures on their own will improve road safety, in fact, it may 

inadvertently make the situation worse.  

The primary issue for the road (with the exception of the cut-de-sac sections) is the speed of 

vehicles travelling up and down it, particularly at peak times in the morning and evening. The 

road needs speed reduction measures rather than or alongside any parking restrictions. 

I am aware that residents have raised the issue of speeding vehicles with the council in the 

past, but it has continued to be a safety issue to this day. My children are unable to cross the 

road safely for school without adult supervision and it is also difficult to get our vehicles off 

our driveway in the morning and evening, due to the speed with which vehicles approach the 

bend.  

My concern is that by making the road clear of parking it may actually enable vehicles to 

travel even faster, due to the route becoming a clear “rat run”. At the end of the day this is a 

residential road, and as such, residents should be able to cross it and join onto it safely, 

without the worry of speeding vehicles. 

I do appreciate there are issues with obstructive parking in the cul-de-sac sections and with 

cars parked outside the property operating a car-related business near the junction. 

However, I cannot support the proposal in its current form as it does not also address the 

safety issues for the rest of the road.” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Object 

“Objection to the Borough Councils proposals for changes to the on-street parking 

arrangements for Robin Hood Lane (and cul-de-sac) Walderslade, Chatham shown on plan 

DD607-27-PM Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

Referring to your letter dated 23rd January 2026 regarding new double yellow lines and 

single yellow lines to prevent obstructive parking Robin Hood Lane (and cul-de-sac), 

Walderslade Ward  We wish to comment on the Borough Council's proposals as follows:- 

We have lived here in Robin Hood Lane  since 1984, over 40 years, and at that time only 

cars used to park in the cul-de-sac causing minimum issues.  Now much larger vehicles park 
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causing disruption and safety issues.   We have large delivery and commercial vans left 

parked overnight and sometimes for days at a time.  The bigger the vehicle the more difficult 

it is for us at REDACTED and our neighbours to get in and  out of our driveways..  These 

large  vehicles always need to use our driveway at REDACTED to reverse to be able to 

leave the cul-de-sac   These vehicles and other large vehicles reverse constantly breaking 

up the end of the drive and the footpath is subsiding...There is a manhole cover at the end of 

our drive that belongs to Open Reach and they have had to repair the broken concrete edge 

due to constant large vehicles reversing,  This is a hazard to pedestrians and an accident 

waiting to happen.    

Parking restrictions of a single yellow line with  just one hour no parking  between 11am and 

12 noon will have little effect on commuter parking, the care home users or others who leave 

their vehicles for most of the day and travel to work in another vehicle. The drivers are likely 

to adjust their hours to avoid a parking ticket.   The group home staff will take a lunch break 

between 11am and 12 noon and return to park.  Our understanding was that the group home 

were going to increase their parking spaces on their property so what has happened to this 

idea?   Parking restrictions should be from 7am to at least 4pm  We are on the edge of the 

Tonbridge & Malling Borough so we cannot see traffic wardens patrolling the area very often 

or if at all so we guess it would be left to us residents to police the parking area 

themselves!  Double yellow lines would prevent not only the parking of large vehicles 

causing disruption but help safety issues and  protect young children who use the cul-de-sac 

to walk to and from school.   

There is still the issue of access to our houses 136, 138 and 144 by the emergency services 

and the likely event that they will not be able to help the residents in need,  This has not 

been addressed by you at all.  We at REDACTED are now in our 80's so this is much more 

of a concern to us. Delivery by large vehicles has proved difficult and recently at 

REDACTED we needed a skip to be delivered  and due to other vehicles parked the driver of 

the skip lorry had to manoeuvre the skip manually to get it correctly on our drive. Vehicles do 

at present park both sides of the cul-de-sac with vehicles parking up on the pavement to 

presumably, as they think, allow us residents to pass in between the parked vehicles to get 

into and out of our driveways...  If you are lucky there may be a spare inch each side of our 

vehicles for us to move in and out.  Sometimes we need to back into our driveways but this 

is impossible as there is no manoeuvrability space to do this due to parked cars. 

We think that your plan to provide a single yellow line with parking restrictions only between 

11am and 12noon should be looked at again.” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Object 

“Thank you for your update of the proposed parking restrictions. 

My first point on this, is your map ,which is incorrect . 

There is a road (cul de sac )starting at 135 and ending at 129 robin hood lane. please check 

google maps ,it will show you and you have done some pot hole repairs on it last year. 

This is shown as a dotted line and not a road on your map. 

It is a road and needs to be viewed as such, for your survey to be correct and subsequently 

your proposals. 

please see attached to assist you in this matter. 
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You mention the cu de sac from 144 to 138 but not our one ,even though i wrote to you on 

the 23rd of feb , 4th and 6th of march ,voicing my concerns about our little bit of road. 

So i was very disappointed that you have not even mentioned it in your letter of the 18th feb . 

 

For it not to be mentioned or even included is very frustrating and worrying and needs to be 

rectified as soon as possible to take in my and my neighbours concerns, who i have spoken 

to. 

As stated in my earlier emails, this will be a dumping ground for all ,dog walkers cars ,vans 

,commuters and the repairs that go on to cars across the road  which line the street. 

Also the no waiting time of 11am to 12 pm mon-fri , will not stop these cars being parked 

overnight. 

I would appreciate a direct reply back please ,so i know its been received and looked into.” 

And 

“Thank you for taking my call today ,it was good to understand the workings of these 

proposals ,along with the information you imparted on where to get other information 

pertaining to this matter and who to contact to voice my concerns. 

As i stated in my previous email of the 27th of feb ,regarding the map you supplied ,which 

shows a path rather than a road for the cul de sac from 137- 129; looking at the kcc web site 

,it clearly shows it as a road. image attached. 

It also shows its status, as maintainable at public expense ,as is the  rest of robin hood lane . 

So as i said previously ,the proposals are based on information which i believe to be 

incorrect and would ask that with this information is passed on to the members ,so they can 

make an informed decision.” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Object 

“I feel it necessary to reiterate the points made in my email to you dated 19th January 2026 

and my initial response dated 27th February 2025, concerning the above referenced changes 

to the parking restrictions proposed for Robin Hood Lane and the cul-de-sac serving Nos 

136, 138 and 144. 

I believe it necessary to restate the points because I do not believe anyone in your 

department has the wit or wisdom to link the two previous responses under the amended 

consultation dates.    

First let me say that I welcome the proposal to introduce parking restrictions along Robin 

Hood Lane.  However as stated in my initial response of February 2025 the proposals in 

relation to the cul-de sac serving Nos 136,138 and 144, do not go far enough. My key 

reasons are: 

1. the lack of turning space at the head of our cul-de-sac, means that residents often 

cannot access their own driveways, indeed one of my neighbours cannot get his own 

vehicle out of his driveway if someone is parked on the opposite side of the road. 

2. This lack of turning space means that emergency services (fire & ambulance) do not 

have permanent ease of access and cannot negotiate a turn at the head of the cul-
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de-sac – these points should address the “traffic flow” considerations that you 

require. Although in a cul-de-sac traffic flow is a somewhat arbitrary concept. 

3. You mention in your letter that “there was discussion from residents that parts of the 

restrictions should only apply Monday to Friday, 11 am – Noon.”  I can say with 

absolute certainty that none of the residents in Nos 136, 138 or 144 would have 

made this point, and they are the only ones directly affected by such a ill considered 

and downright stupid suggestion.  I strongly suspect that such views, if they were 

really said at all, might have come from the care home (once operated by MCCH 

now Choice?) who evidently want to retain use of the cul-de-sac for parking. Or 

perhaps it was the occupiers of the property further along Robin Hood Lane (No 

154?) who appear to be operating a vehicles servicing business on their front drive 

and across the pavement (even on the Google maps satellite view there are 7 cars 

visible). 

4. Only a shortsighted fool would think that a one hour restriction in the middle of the 

working day will have any effect whatsoever.  For example, the commuter parking 

community will simply ignore the restrictions since they park and leave their vehicles 

around 07:00 hrs and do not return until late afternoon or evening, any fines imposed 

(equally unlikely to happen) will also be ignored or perhaps even willingly paid by 

commercial firms who do not want to pay two lots of London congestion and regular 

alternative parking charges. 

5. The care home users will if forced to do so take an early lunch break and remove 

their vehicles between 11 am and noon after which they too will return. 

6. The parking restrictions should apply at a minimum throughout the working day. 

7. As currently put forward parking outside of the one hour restricted period will be 

permitted on both sides of the cul-de-sac (hopefully away from the 3 short areas of 

lowered kerbs).  Again this legitimizes the inconvenience to residents and 

reinforces  the total lack of consideration or interest that the Council has in its tax 

paying residents, as opposed to itinerant workers using the cul-de-sac for day 

parking. 

8. The answer as noted above is to impose “No parking at any time” on the side of the 

cul-de-sac where the houses are situated and for at least one car length at the head 

of the cul-de-sac for turning purposes, and “No parking between 06:00 hrs and 18:00 

hrs on Monday-Friday”, along the remainder of the cul-de-sac. (See the plan/map 

that I supplied with my original response.) 

 As with my previous correspondence,  I assume that I will either receive no direct response 

at all (most likely) or an anodyne letter telling me that the planners have already made a 

decision. On current form that letter will be dated 2023 and will arrive six months after the 

lines, if any, have been painted.   

 In my previous message I anticipated a potential disingenuous reply generated by an AI 

system.  It would appear that AI was used to really good effect with your first letter which with 

the multiple date errors read like a translation of Chinese instructions. 

 I can’t wait for the next instalment of this saga of inept reasoning.  Unfortunately, at each 

step it is your “customers” or the tax paying residents of the borough who have to do the 

critical thinking for you.  As I said before, I am 75 years of age so please get a move on or I 

might miss it.” 
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And 

“I have tried to contact your department by telephone to seek clarity and complain about a 

letter received earlier this week and was told that all communication must be via email, 

hence this message. 

First concerning the letter received – as I say received on 6th or 7th January 2026 – the 

letter itself is dated 18th February 2024.  Has this letter really taken 13 months to arrive? 

The letter states that the Council carried out a period of informal consultation between 18th 

February 2025 and16th March 2025.  However the statutory consultation period had expired 

on 16th March 2024, the closing date for responses, just one month after beginning.  Based 

on these dates one is forced to the conclusion that there was little intention to pay heed to 

responses to the informal consultation after the statutory period had expired.  For your 

information I responded by email to the proposal on 27th February 2025, among other things 

pointing out the lack of turning space at the head of our cul-de-sac, leading to No 136. 

Enclosed with the recently received letter from you was a plan showing amended proposals 

which superficially appear to take into account the wishes of the residents of the cul-de-sac 

but on closer inspection clearly only take account of one – the care home (once operated by 

MCCH now Choice?) who evidently want to retain use of the cul-de-sac for parking. Or 

perhaps it was the occupiers of the property further along Robin Hood Lane (No 154?) who 

appear to be operating a vehicles servicing business on their front drive and across the 

pavement (even on the Google maps satellite view there are 7 cars visible). 

The amended proposal intends to impose parking restrictions for a period of JUST ONE 

HOUR BETWEEN 11:00 a.m. AND 12:00 (NOON). This is patently absurd and  will have 

absolutely no effect either on commuter parking or the care home users.  The former will 

simply ignore the restrictions since they park and leave their vehicles around 07:00 hrs and 

do not return until late afternoon or evening, any fines imposed (equally unlikely) will also be 

ignored or perhaps even willingly paid by commercial firms who do not want to pay two lots 

of London congestion and regular alternative parking charges.  The care home users will if 

forced to do so take an early lunch break and remove their vehicles between 11 am and 

noon after which they too will return.  THE PROPOSALS AS AMENDED ARE 

MEANINGLESS AND WILL HAVE NO BENEFICIAL EFFECT ON THE DOMESTIC 

RESIDENTS WHATSOEVER.  The parking restrictions should apply at a minimum 

throughout the working day.  It is pretty obvious that the time spent by the Council members 

deliberating this was wasted as no real thinking has gone into their apparent decisions. 

I would echo the point I made in my email of 27th February 2025, that effectively residents at 

136, 138 an144 Robin Hood Lane will have to limit calls for emergency services (ambulance, 

fire service etc) to the one hour between 11:00 am and Noon because access and turning of 

large vehicles will virtually be impossible.  Presently it is hit or miss as to whether large 

vehicles can access these three properties. 

I am sending this email because it is the only means of communicating with your 

department.  I must assume that this is because nobody there has the courage or wit to 

defend the indefensible over the telephone.  As I consider that my Council Tax payments 

avail me of minimal service anyway, I must also assume that I will either receive no response 

at all (most likely) or a disingenuous one generated by an AI system.  Either way my 

complaint will fall on deaf ears who will simply wait for me to run out of steam or pass 

away.  The good news for you is that at 75 years of age you probably won’t have too long to 

wait.” 
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Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Object 

“I write directly to you about the above proposals as i am not sure if you are aware of my 

concerns . 

i have emailed parking on four separate occasions highlighting these matters but on your 

proposals it doesn't mention the cul de sac i live in ,which is from 137 -127 robin hood lane. 

The reason ,i believe, is due to the map that is being worked from ,which shows a path 

rather than a road (cul de sac) ,is incorrect. 

I have attached some images so that you can check ,what i am saying. 

The first image is from the kcc website ,showing the status of the road and then google 

maps and then what was sent out to the residents. 

If the proposals are not amended to incorporate the cul de sac , then it will become a 

dumping ground for the many cars that are being repaired form the house across the road, 

which line the main road at all times ,day and night, the dog walkers and work vans. 

I would be most grateful if you could confirm that my concerns are being considered before 

proposals are agreed.” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Unclear 

“How will compliance with the 11.00-Noon restrictions be monitored? Will there be regular 

visits by parking officers? Do you expect that the level of payments received from penalties 

will be sufficient to cover your operating costs, or, when you realise that you are losing 

money, will monitoring just cease, resulting in the whole exercise being a total waste of time?  

There will be difficulties with all the traffic associated with the care home at No 146 Robin 

Hood Lane. Further restrictions around No 152 where there seems to be a business 

buying/selling used cars and carrying out servicing all over the payments. They even seem 

to have some stock parked in the lay-by near No148.  It is accepted that a solution to the 

existing problems in required, but I have serious doubts as to whether your currently 

proposed solution will produce the required result. Further thought would be a good idea.” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Unclear 

“We are a Residential care home, there are 5 gentlemen that are supported within this 

service who have mobility concerns and learning disabilities. There are currently 2 x cars 

however, we are looking to gain another 2 cars. We have a large staff team, which could 

potentially means a further 10 cars that will need to be parked closely to the service. Could 

there be some considerations taken regarding disability parking spaces outside to the 

property. We understand that there may be attached costings for this.” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Unclear 

“Whilst I generally support the revised proposals I notice that there is heavy parking between 

numbers 156-146 Robin Hood Lane which appears to be for a vehicle repair business or 

similar. I'm not sure the 11-12 restriction will address this.” 

Location Walderslade - Robin Hood Lane 

View Unclear 

“Double side of road is frequently difficult to navigate from 206 down to 198 Robin Hood 

Lane (Lower) pr opposite properties. Maybe one side of road yellow line “No waiting at any 
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time” (Plan provided, asking that parking be restricted at the eastern end of the eastern cul-

de-sac, and further restrictions be considered for the western cul-de-sac. 
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Phase 15-29 Wouldham – Worrall Drive 
Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“The section of KCL between Village Road and Barge Walk is a hazard now. I believe the 

propose yellow lines should be extended further to cover the "kink" in the road here.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“We 100% support the parking restrictions. We would like to know if there are plans to 

extend it to side roads (which we'd support) as pavements are blocked and junctions are 

dangerous. We'd also like contact details to report illegal / dangerous parking once the 

restrictions are in place.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“I support the yellow lines but believe if only one side of the road cars will just move to the 

opposite side so the yellow lines need to be both sides of the road.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“No objections.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“I support the proposed changes to the parking arrangements.  If anything, they don't go far 

enough. In my opinion, the double yellow lines should be extended East along Worrall Drive 

from the junction of Trevithick Drive, on the North side, all the way to the 90 degree bend to 

the East, to prevent pavement parking blocking the line of sight  turning into Trevithick Drive 

if heading East. The double yellow lines should also be extended on the North side of 

Keepers Cottage Lane. All the way from Barge Walk to the junction of Village Road. The cars 

parking here block the view of oncoming traffic and almost weekly I've nearly had a head on 

collision here. The problem is particularly bad when the sun is low and in the West, as cars 

travelling West cannot see cars heading East, who are forced onto the wrong side of the 

road by parked cars on the left/North side of the road. There have been multiple posts on 

social media re this parking.” 
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Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“We support the Borough Council's proposal for changes to the on street parking 

arrangements for Worrall Drive & Keepers Cottage Lane area, Wouldam, Rochester shown 

on plan DD607-29-PM Wouldham - Peters Village” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“I am in support of the proposals but I would also like to add that the yellow lines from the 

entrance to Keepers Cottage Lane from Village Road and yellow lines around entrance to 

Barge Walk need to be continuous, no gap. This is a blind corner when vehicles are parked 

on one side, it is extremely dangerous. It will continue to be dangerous if you leave a gap 

between proposed yellow lines.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“I write to completely support the Borough Council’s proposal for changes to the on-street 

parking arrangements for Worral Drive and Keepers Cottage Lane area. The parking is so 

dangerous and causes a lot of traffic issues, many of which are dangerous.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“I am in Support of the Borough Council's proposals for changes to the on-street parking 

arrangements for Worrall Drive & Keepers Cottage Lane area, Wouldham, Rochester shown 

on plan DD607-29-PM Wouldham- Peters Village” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“In response to your letter on the proposed parking restrictions in the above area I would like 

to inform you that I wholeheartedly support the idea of these parking restrictions.  The 

parking in this area is extremely dangerous and very soon somebody is going to get 

seriously injured.  People park right on the pavements meaning that as a pedestrian you 

have to walk out in the road.  They park on corners and bends so you cannot seen oncoming 

traffic.  However, what concerns me is how you are going to enforce this restrictions.  Do 

your plans include having regular enforcements officers here to oversee the situation and 

issue parking tickets etc, because if not then its a complete waste of time and will be even 

more frustrating as it will look like another box ticking exercise. rather than a serious issue 

that needs to be resolved. Could you please reply to this email informing me of what the 

plans are for enforcement.  I look forward to hearing from you shortly and being assured that 

there is more to TMBC than just emptying our rubbish for the amount of Council Tax we pay.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“I support the borough councils proposal for changes to on street parking arrangements for 

Wirral drive and keepers cottage lane.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“I am in support of the Borough Council’s proposals for changes to the on street parking 

arrangements for Worrall Drive & Keepers Cottage Lane area.” 
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Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“Please accept this email as confirmation that I support the Borough councils proposals for 

changes for Worrall Drive & Keepers Cottage Lane area Wouldham” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“Confirming I don’t have any objection to the current plans for proposed yellow lines.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“I support the borough councils' proposals for changes to the on-street parking 

arrangements for Worral Drive and Keppers Cottage Lane area, Wouldham, Rochester 

showing on plan DD604-29-PM Wouldham - Peters Village.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“I generally support the proposals and would like these introduced as soon as possible as 

parking is absolutely atrocious around here and needs dealing with asap (people don't use 

their parking spaces enough).  People also park awfully outside the school which is very very 

unsafe for the children and doesn't encourage walking to school.  I therefore support the 

proposals around here (albeit I know a lot of people have to travel onwards after the school 

run so have to use their cars) however, I feel that this is a matter of regular enforcement 

(once a week at least) and this is necessary to go hand in hand with the introduction of these 

yellow line restrictions. Without this people will just continue to park inappropriately over the 

restrictions and on the pavements, crossing and on the zig zag lanes which unfortunately 

happens daily, twice a day! Please find attached my comments and a plan showing where I 

believe additional double yellow lines should be introduced: Southern end of Keepers 

Cottage Lane, Keepers Cottage Lane outside of 49-53, Corliss Vale junctions, Worrall Drive 

outside Davis House, 6 additional areas in total. I look forward to this being introduced as 

soon as possible to help towards reducing the likelihood of an accident (potentially involving 

a child) occurring in this area in the not too distant future.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“It is long overdue. Parking on the pavements also needs addressing. Everyone has 

parking.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“I support the traffic calming measures but they will only work if they are enforced. Currently 

people ignore the zig-zags near the school; park on the central bollard (supposedly to cross 

pedestrians safely). It would be good to put residents parking bays (additional)” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“We fully support this to go ahead. 

People parking their cars and vans, fully and partially on these 2 roads is an accident waiting 

to happen, for all road users and animals. 
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It becomes even worse at school runs times or when there’s sports events on at the field.  

People park on bends, islands, dropped curb crossings. 

Residents with carports simply don’t use them and instead park their vehicles on the road 

closest to their front door, causing more congestion. 

We are to pleased that the council is being proactive in putting this in place, before an 

accident occurs, honestly well done!” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“People parking their cars/lorrys/vans, fully and partially, on the pavement - especially on 

Worrall drive is absolutely shocking! Especially during school run times. 

There are numerous scrapes and clipped wing mirrors most weeks due to inconsiderate 

parking - this could easily be a child!  

I have personally witnessed 2 children run out inbetween badly parked cars, having then 

been  nearly missed by on coming cars on the road. 

I fully support the double yellows and would like to ask if they can continue along Trevithick 

drive please, just so as it doesn’t push school parents to start parking on the next closest 

road. 

Also a 20 mph should be put in place by the school, so as people don’t then speed up 

because it’s clearer to pass. 

Thank you,” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“While I support this I have also submitted and rejected the proposal due to the locations of 

some of these yellow lines are positioned ie on the start of keepers cottage lane from the 

main Village Road some parts of keepers cottage and some parts of Worral drive on the 

bends and outside the ridiculous dangerous school section! I agree with all of these but think 

it needs to be both sides of the road as to just one side as it just makes people park on the 

opposite side instead, just moving the issue rather than correcting it. And like I mentioned in 

my rejection submit, since there have been some yellow lines in place on Worral drive ever 

day people park on them still, and I have never seen a ticket issued to any of them.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“I am writing to express my support for the Council's proposal to introduce double yellow 

lines on Keepers Cottage Lane. 

While I welcome this initiative, I would respectfully request that the Council consider 

extending the double yellow line restrictions to both sides of Keepers Cottage Lane, 

specifically from 4 Keepers Cottage Lane to 18 Keepers Cottage Lane. 

I am a resident of Keepers Cottage Lane with young children. With the new proposal, 

vehicles will take advantage of the lack of parking restrictions on the residential side of 

Keepers Cottage Lane. This means cars will be parked directly outside my front door, which 

creates a significant safety concern. When my children exit our front door, they step 

immediately into an area where parked vehicles obstruct visibility for both pedestrians and 
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drivers. This poses a real risk of accidents, particularly given the age of my children and the 

speed at which situations can develop. 

Extending the restrictions to both sides of the road in this section would: 

1) Improve sightlines for all road users 

2) Enhance pedestrian safety, particularly for children and vulnerable residents 

3) Support the Council's stated aims of preventing obstructive parking and maintaining clear 

access 

4) Create a safer environment consistent with the proximity to the school 

I believe this extension aligns with the spirit of the original proposal and would deliver 

meaningful safety improvements for residents and road users alike.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“I am in favour of the Borough Council’s proposals for changes to the on-street parking 

arrangements for Worrall Drive and Keepers Cottage Lane area, Wouldham. 

 As a resident at No.REDACTED Worrall Drive, I have seen an increasingly worrying amount 

of near misses outside my property, mainly linked to double-parking, and people not being 

able to see around the bend when travelling up Worrall Drive from the school. Most recently, 

there was a collision outside my house, where someone was coming out of the Chalkpit 

Road onto Worrall Drive, and upon trying to creep out onto Worrall Drive due to lack of vision 

with multiple parked cars, ended up being hit by someone coming up Worrall Drive.  

I also witness on a daily basis parents with pushchairs/young children on scooters or bikes 

having to walk into the road to get around parked cars on the pavement. This is 

unacceptable, and it is only a matter of time before someone is seriously injured or worse. 

 I have also seen buses, a fire engine, plus ambulances struggling to get through Worrall 

Drive, due to the parking. Someone had to come out of their house to move the van they had 

parked on the pavement/road to allow a bus to pass, and then once it had passed the van 

owner parked the van back in the same place - blocking the road again! 

 Aside from the lack of double yellows, there is also a distinct lack of road markings, 

especially at junctions. When I look at other developments (Holborough Lakes, Leybourne 

Lakes, Kings Hill) I find it strange that there are no give way signs, or white lines at junctions 

within the majority of the village. It seems a bit of a free-for-all, and I am sure contributes to 

the near-misses we witness (my ring doorbell is constantly recording these). 

 I wrote to TMBC many months ago about my concerns around the highways in Peters 

Village – especially around the school. To date, there has been no resolution to this, despite 

some back and forth on email, so I am glad to see there is now a consultation in place to 

further look into this.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“Parking is atrocious along these roads. It is at times impossible to see oncoming traffic and 

you are often forced to drive around blind bends on the wrong side of the road. Pedestrians 

are also having to walk in the roads as so many park all 4 wheels on the pavements.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 
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“It is dangerous for people to be parking on those tight corners. When people park on thr 

pavement we cannot use the pavement and end up having to walk on the road. This is extra 

inconvenient for us, as my partner is a wheelchair user, but I expect people with prams have 

the same issue.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Support 

“Parking along Keepers Cottage Lane makes visibility terrible. Everyone has their own 

parking spaces so they should use them rather than parking along the road.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Object 

“I believe every car will looking to park in the roads without yellow lines causing problems to 

residents with multiple cars parking outside their own property.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Object 

“I am writing to formally object to the proposed changes to the on-street parking 

arrangements for Worrall Drive. My concern is that the introduction of 24/7 double yellow 

lines outside the school will not resolve the existing traffic issues but instead displace 

parking further down Worrall Drive, particularly towards the blind bend near Bailey House 

and Quarry Close. This bend already presents visibility issues, and there is insufficient width 

to safely accommodate two-way traffic. Once vehicles  are parked along the proposed length 

of road, there will be limited space to pull in if an oncoming car becomes visible (often too 

late on this blind corner)  as vehicles will be displayed and condensed to this stretch to park, 

with only road width for one way traffic. This may cause standstill traffic with no space to 

manoeuvre.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Object 

“I am writing to formally object to the proposed installation of yellow lines along Barge Walk 

and Keeper’s Cottage Lane. 

There is no clear justification for yellow lines on this stretch of road. Bus traffic does not 

travel along this route on a constant or frequent basis, and the vehicles currently parked 

there do not create any obstruction or danger to pedestrians, cyclists, or other road users. 

Residents have lived in this part of the estate for the over eight years without any 

interference or requirement for yellow lines. During this time, there have been zero accidents 

and zero disruptions to traffic moving up and down Keeper’s Cottage Lane. The current 

arrangement has operated safely and without issue. 

It is also important to highlight that this is an unadopted road with no street lighting, and the 

parking is primarily for residents. Introducing restrictions in this location appears 

unnecessary and disproportionate. 

 

Barge Walk is already a narrow road. Removing parking from Keeper’s Cottage Lane will 

inevitably displace vehicles onto surrounding narrow roads, potentially creating greater 

congestion and restricting traffic flow further rather than improving it. This would simply shift 

the issue rather than resolve any genuine safety concern. 

Furthermore, the cost of installing yellow lines in the identified areas would be better 

allocated to addressing existing potholes within the area, Poor road surfaces present a far 
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greater and more immediate danger to vehicles, cyclists, and pedestrians than the current 

parking arrangements. 

For these reasons, I strongly object to the proposed yellow lines on any part of Keeper’s 

Cottage Lane, including the top end between Barge Walk and Keeper’s Cottage Lane, and 

respectfully request that this proposal be reconsidered.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Object 

“I am writing in the hope that you may be able to reconsider the council’s proposals to 

introduce yellow lines outside our property at REDACTED Keepers Cottage Lane, 

Wouldham, Kent. We had previously been given the opportunity to provide our comments on 

the proposal, and while we were not entirely opposed to it, we strongly object to the 

installation of yellow lines directly outside our property. This raises significant concerns for 

us, as it could negatively impact the value of our property and exacerbate parking issues. 

These issues are already prevalent due to new developments in the area that fail to provide 

adequate parking spaces for both residents and visitors. Moreover, my mother-in-law suffers 

from mobility challenges, and having a dedicated parking space outside our home would be 

extremely helpful for her. We have previously suggested alternative proposals, including the 

creation of a single parking space outside our house and implementing time restrictions for 

parking. While we understand that our road serves as a bus route, we wish to highlight that 

there are only two buses per day—one in the morning and one in the evening. There have 

been no instances of buses experiencing difficulties manoeuvring along the road since the 

houses were completed, which leaves us unclear about the council’s reasoning behind the 

decision to install yellow lines. My wife and I would be extremely grateful if you could assist 

in having the council reconsider its current proposal and explore alternative layouts that 

address our concerns.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Object 

“I am writing to formally object to the proposed traffic order for Keepers Cottage Lane, as the 

current plans raise serious safety, access, and equality concerns. The proposal places 

parking restrictions on the side of the road where the pavement is significantly wider, while 

leaving the narrower pavement unrestricted. At present, when vehicles park on the wider 

side, there remains sufficient space for wheelchair users and prams to pass safely. Under 

the proposed scheme, vehicles will inevitably park on the opposite side, particularly in the 

breaks in the double yellow lines. This will completely obstruct the pavement, making it 

impossible for wheelchair users or those with prams to pass. In addition, vehicles exiting 

Brooker Close will be forced onto the wrong side of the road when turning right towards 

Village Road, creating an obvious and unnecessary safety hazard for both drivers and 

pedestrians. I live at REDACTED Keepers Cottage Lane and require regular wheelchair 

access to and from my front door. If vehicles are permitted to park partially on the pavement, 

as they currently do on the wide pavement side, I will be unable to leave my property safely 

or access either pedestrian crossing. This would directly and materially restrict my ability to 

carry out basic day-to-day activities. I have attached pictures of the space taken by a car 

parked on that side and the fact that the vehicle in question is not even as far as they could 

be on the pavement and there is less that what is legally required for accessible access from 

building regulations (Approved document M part M) Should these proposals proceed in their 

current form, I will have no option but to seek legal advice regarding a potential breach of the 

Equality Act 2010, as the plans would effectively discriminate against disabled residents 

through a failure to provide reasonable and safe access. The issues outlined above 

demonstrate a clear lack of consideration for mobility-impaired users.I request a written 



Phase 15 - Annex 4 Formal Consultation Responses 

 

response confirming that these concerns have been properly considered and explaining 

what steps will be taken to address the significant access and safety issues raised. I trust 

that this objection will not be disregarded. And that you have acknowledged that you are 

restricting disable access to my dwelling. ” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Object 

“In my opinion you are just moving more cars onto bends on Keepers Cottage Lane and 

Worrall Drive, 1. Creating additional blind spots, 2. Reducing sight at junctions, 3. Displacing 

parking into more dangerous locations.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Object 

“I am writing to raise a concern regarding the current plans to install double yellow lines in 

the proposed areas of Peters Village. I live at REDACTED Keepers Cottage Lane, and under 

the current proposal, double yellow lines would be placed along the roadside directly 

opposite my home. The pavement on that side of the road is considerably wider and safely 

accommodates parked cars without obstructing access for wheelchairs, pushchairs, or other 

pedestrians. Parking there also helps maintain a wider and safer carriageway for vehicles. If 

double yellow lines are added to the opposite side, vehicles will instead be forced to park on 

the pavement outside my house. This would significantly restrict pavement access for 

wheelchair users, pushchairs, and pedestrians, and increase safety risks for residents. It 

may also lead to more cars parking directly on the road, reducing safe access for buses and 

other vehicles. Additionally, there is no fencing in front of the houses on my side of the road 

(REDACTED). These properties would therefore be left unprotected, increasing the risk to 

residents entering or leaving their homes while vehicles mount the kerb on this side. I would 

like to propose that the double yellow lines be placed on the side of the road where houses 

are unprotected, and that the wider pavement on the opposite side be retained for resident 

parking. This would preserve safe pedestrian access, reduce risk to residents, and maintain 

safer road conditions.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Object 

“I am NOT IN FAVOUR of the Borough Council's proposals for changes to the on-street 

parking arrangements for Worrall Drive & Keepers Cottage Lane area, Wouldham, 

Rochester shown on the Parking Action plan DD607-29. Phase 15 Wouldham - Peters 

Village. 

My husband and I were two of the first residents in Peters Village and have lived here for 9 

years in May. We live in Barge Walk at the top of Keepers Cottage Lane. In all this time I 

have never experienced any problems driving out of Barge Walk. There are quite often vans 

parked in Keepers Cottage Lane and I still don't have any problems getting out. I proceed 

with caution like I would getting out of any road. Sometimes it requires one car backing up a 

bit if there is a car coming towards you but that's not a problem either. I hear that some 

people are saying its a problem for them getting out but they obviously do not know how to 

proceed with caution. The rules on this estate is that no vans are allowed on driveways so 

they park in Keepers Cottage Lane. They have to park somewhere. 

Maybe if the vans and cars in Keepers Cottage Lane parked on the other side of the road it 

may help these people as then they would have a clearer view. 

The residents living at the end of Barge Walk don't have driveways but have their own 

designated parking space outside their house. If people can't park in Keepers Cottage Lane I 
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can foresee them using these residents parking spaces so when they come home from work 

they wont be able to park. One of the ladies in that area is 75 and is worried she will have to 

carry her shopping from much further away than outside her house which she would struggle 

with. The people that park in Keepers Cottage Lane will have to park somewhere.  

The proposal mentions to prevent obstructive parking on the bus route. We no longer have a 

bus route as it has been taken away. There is a school bus one in the morning and one in 

the evening but not for residents. Looking at the diagrams it appears to show yellow lines 

outside my house. Why?? No buses come down here. 

I feel that Peters Village would be turned into a version of Holborough Lakes. My daughter 

lives in Holborough Lakes and I am unable to visit her as there is literally no where to park. 

All the visitors bays are taken by families that have more than one car and it means scouring 

the whole estate looking for a space and then having to walk to it on my own when its dark is 

not nice. She can't have any friends visit or workman as they come out to tickets on their 

cars and it makes it a lonely existence for her. 

I don't have children at Wouldham School so I can't comment about the parking in 

Worrall Drive. I do see comments on the Community Facebook page about parents parking 

erratically along there. So it needs something doing but it must allow for the parents that 

drop their children off at school and go straight off to work.  

Please please don't turn our lovely Peters Village into Holborough Lakes where no one can 

visit.  

I feel that the best solution to this is to allow parking on the other side of Keepers Cottage 

Lane so it doesn't obstruct any views of Barge Walk residents.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Object 

“I currently live at REDACTED Worrall drive and I’m writing this email because I would like to 

object against phase 15 , I park my vehicle outside of my property every evening and have 

done for nearly 3 years , I purchased the property I live in because it came with roadside 

parking , I’m now having a lot of anxiety and stress thinking of where I’m going to park in the 

evenings and it’s affecting my mental health , as I resident I shouldn’t be punished for the 

problems that are happening outside of the school , there should be parking restrictions for 

certain times of the day outside the school that don’t affect all of the residents who live on 

worrall drive if there was to be any implemented , please consider the problems this is going 

to cause for the residents left with no where to park the vehicles , there will be constant 

ongoing issues and no doubt vandalism to vehicles over parking disputes , the village has 

managed to run fine since being built there has been no accidents reported , it seems very 

extreme and unfair” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Object 

“I am extremely against the yellow lines you are proposing be put outside Bailey House 

block of flats on Worrall Drive. This would cause a lot of inconvenience as this is where we 

as residents park. There is no where else for us to physically go and this is the case for 

several residents in this block (as well as a lot of others nearby).  This is a main reason we 

bought here, was because there is parking availability, we don’t want to be getting tickets / a 

fine to park where we live / outside a properly we own / have a mortgage on. It’s not fair and 

would cause us a lot of stress. I appreciate the school does get busy, but this is for 30 mins 

max a day and cars can still get through as I myself drive through this part often at the busy 

school time. I understand you have to take some action, but put the double yellow outside of 
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the school only / that whole road. This should not impact the residents living in the area. If 

the people that were parking outside school were to park further down outside our flats, it 

wouldn’t necessarily matter as they will be gone by the time most people in this block are 

home / need to park. Therefore we do not need double yellow anywhere but on the road by 

the school. If you put double yellows outside of our flats, sooo many cars will literally have no 

where to go. We can’t be walking miles from car to home with our food shopping or our 

babies. It’s ridiculous and I want to be able to see my car from my home. I also don’t want to 

come home everyday having to argue with people who are parking in our allocated spaces & 

this is what it was cause as there is no where for anyone to go, so will just cause argument's 

between neighbours etc. This has already caused us so much stress worrying about what 

we are going to do / if we are going to have to sell because we can’t park outside our home 

like we have for the last few years. Residents shouldn’t be penalised for the issue school 

parents are causing. If you are going to implement something, then it needs to not apply to 

residents / you need to be thinking about the people living in the properties by the areas you 

propose double yellows go. Please also consider that if some residents aren’t effected, then 

they aren’t going to vote so your % will be lower, but this is going to impact so many people 

it’s not fair and isn’t necessary to put double yellows outside of anyone home / flats. 

Appreciate you taking the above into account.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Object 

“The area of Keepers Cottage near Brooker Close (after the Brooker Close turning) is used 

for parking by people who live here. Alot of families have more than 1 car, double yellow 

lines will impact on where local people can park and will clog up the side roads as that will 

be the only alternative parking. The parking where I have mentioned does not cause an 

issue with traffic flow.  I think yellow lines there will have a very negative impact” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Object 

“I understand adding some double yellow lines will be beneficial, but it appears that the 

council have gone from nothing, to adding them everywhere along the main roads.  

Without any extra parking, where are friends & family that come to visit meant to park given 

there is a very limited number of free parking for public use? 

There have been double yellow lines on the corner of Worrall Drive / Stephensons Lane for 

the past 10 weeks - no one has been monitoring these and people are constantly parked on 

them. So even if additional lines are added, unless the council enforce them, it won’t make a 

difference.  

A medium ground needs to be established.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Object 

“While I support this proposal, I’m rejecting as I have concerns that the issues where rightly 

you have put the yellow lines needed, will just have an impact on the opposite side of the 

road. As I am sure you have done site visits, I would like to know site visits have been taken 

out at all times of the days, school parking at drop off and pick up and getting through that 

section are ridiculously dangerous, and driving down the bottom of keepers cottage lane 

when cars and vans are parked on the right had side and you can see what is coming 

towards you will just park on the opposite when yellow lines aren’t put into place on both 

sides of the road. Like I say I massively agree with the proposal and we most definitely need 

them my concern is the issues will just be taken to another location! also yellow lines were 
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put on some sections on Worral drive already and consistently are ignored and I have not 

seen one TMBC parking warden there putting tickets on the lines, this then gives off the 

wrong message that they are in place but don’t worry parking wardens don’t come round!” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Object 

“Dear Sir or Madam, 

I am writing to formally object to the proposed traffic order for Keepers Cottage Lane, as the 

current plans raise serious safety, access, and equality concerns. 

The proposal places parking restrictions on the side of the road where the pavement is 

significantly wider, while leaving the narrower pavement unrestricted. At present, when 

vehicles park on the wider side, there remains sufficient space for wheelchair users and 

prams to pass safely. Under the proposed scheme, vehicles will inevitably park on the 

opposite side, particularly in the breaks in the double yellow lines. This will completely 

obstruct the pavement, making it impossible for wheelchair users or those with prams to 

pass. 

In addition, vehicles exiting Brooker Close will be forced onto the wrong side of the road 

when turning right towards Village Road, creating an obvious and unnecessary safety 

hazard for both drivers and pedestrians. 

I live at REDACTED Keepers Cottage Lane and require regular wheelchair access to and 

from my front door. If vehicles are permitted to park partially on the pavement, as they 

currently do on the wide pavement side, I will be unable to leave my property safely or 

access either pedestrian crossing. This would directly and materially restrict my ability to 

carry out basic day-to-day activities. 

Should these proposals proceed in their current form, I will have no option but to seek legal 

advice regarding a potential breach of the Equality Act 2010, as the plans would effectively 

discriminate against disabled residents through a failure to provide reasonable and safe 

access. The issues outlined above demonstrate a clear lack of consideration for mobility-

impaired users. 

I request a written response confirming that these concerns have been properly considered 

and explaining what steps will be taken to address the significant access and safety issues 

raised. I trust that this objection will not be disregarded. 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Object 

“I would strongly object to the proposal of further parking restrictions within Peters Village. 

Peters Village has not been built with enough allocated/visitor parking to accommodate the 

number of dwellings within. This therefore leads to the necessity of on-road parking by 

residents as there is not a local bus (expect on a Thursday) and the train station is at least a 

40 min walk away in Snodland/Halling. I personally live in a 2 bedroom shared ownership 

property which we were only provided 1 allocated parking space and both myself and my 

partner need a vehicle to commute to work given the above. The proposed yellow-lines are 

only going to push the problem elsewhere where residents seek to occupy other local streets 

within local villages such as Burham and Wouldham to park their vehicles as there is no 

feasible way to be without them.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Object 
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“I am objecting to the junction at Trevithick Drive/Corliss Vale/Newcomen Lane being 

excluded from these plans as it is a very dangerous junction with people parking on it and 

blocking visibility. I believe more people will park there as a result of this proposal so it would 

be best to include it in the proposal to prevent it getting worse.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Unclear 

“Regarding the potential Yellow lines outside the school - Fantastic news However .. please 

could the yellow lines only be during the school day ? please could some speed control be 

introduced as well especially in the residential area of Wouldham Road ?” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Unclear 

“I am writing regarding the proposed plans to introduce double yellow lines on my road, 

keepers cottage lane, specifically the section opposite my house. If double yellow lines are 

to be implemented, I would like to formally request that they are applied to both sides of the 

road, not only opposite my property, but also directly outside my house. I am referring to the 

plans put in place for KEEPERS COTTAGE LANE. Applying restrictions to only one side 

would create an imbalance and could lead to increased congestion, inconsiderate parking, or 

access issues for residents. Having double yellow lines on both sides would provide clarity 

for drivers, ensure fairness for residents, and help maintain safe access for vehicles and 

pedestrians along this section of the road and pavement. If double yellow lines are not 

implemented outside my house, drivers will park on the curb directly outside my house which 

will stop people being able to use the pavements if they have pushchairs, wheelchairs or 

mobility issues, due to the lack of space. I would be grateful if you could confirm whether this 

request can be considered as part of the current plans, and advise on the next steps or any 

consultation process involved. Thank you for your time and consideration. I look forward to 

your response.” 

Location Wouldham - Worrall Drive 

View Unclear 

“I would like to confirm that I am broadly in favour of these proposals, as obstructive parking 

has become a significant issue for residents of the village. However, I have concerns about 

the current plan to install double yellow lines opposite my property, but not directly outside it. 

My concern is that this approach will simply displace the problem rather than resolve it. 

Vehicles that currently park opposite my home are likely to relocate directly outside my 

property, which would continue to cause disruption and obstruction. I would therefore kindly 

ask that this aspect of the proposal be reconsidered, and that double yellow lines are 

extended to cover the frontage of my property at REDACTED Keepers Cottage Lane. We 

are expecting a baby in March, and the continued issues of parking immediately outside the 

property including vehicle congestion and frequent slamming of car doors would cause 

ongoing disturbance and practical difficulties for my family. Thank you for taking the time to 

consider this request. I would appreciate confirmation that this can be reviewed as part of 

the current proposals.” 
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Phase 15—30 Wrotham – West Street & Bancroft 

Road 
Location Wrotham - West Street & Bancroft Road 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Wrotham - West Street & Bancroft Road 

View Support 

“The only worry I have is that Bancroft Road will become a car park! Most of us who live 

here are disabled and need to park close to our bungalows. So maybe create some disabled 

bays for us to use with our badges, so we can still park outside our homes - I have limited 

mobility as it is.” 

Location Wrotham - West Street & Bancroft Road 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Wrotham - West Street & Bancroft Road 

View Support 

“No comments supplied” 

Location Wrotham - West Street & Bancroft Road 

View Object 

“I am submitting a formal objection to the proposed alterations to on‑street parking on West 

Street and Bancroft Road. Key Grounds for Objection, • Increased congestion: Reducing 

parking will force drivers to circulate in search of space, slowing traffic and creating queues 

on roads that can be busy in peak hours. • Road safety risks: More circulating traffic, 

reduced visibility, and tighter manoeuvring space will increase the likelihood of collisions and 

unsafe parking. • Parking displacement: The proposal provides no credible plan for where 

displaced vehicles will go. Neighbouring streets are already under pressure and cannot 

absorb additional demand.• Failure to use existing off street capacity: Clarion owned 

garages in the area remain under utilised. Making these available for rent to local residents 

would significantly reduce on street parking pressure and remove the need for the proposed 

restrictions.  Has this practical alternative been explored? I have approached Clarion twice to 

rent a garage to be told it is not possible due to condition of the garages. • Lack of evidence: 

No transparent data has been provided to justify the scale of change—no traffic modelling, 

occupancy surveys, or safety assessments.• Negative impact on residents and businesses: 

Reduced access for residents, carers, trades, and local services will undermine the 

functioning of the area and place unnecessary strain on the community. Given these 

concerns, I request that the proposal be withdrawn or fundamentally reconsidered. A full 

evidence based assessment, including exploration of off street solutions such as the Clarion 

garages, must take place before any changes are progressed. Solutions - I feel that 

pressure should be put on Clarion to make garages available to residents. This would 

reduce the amount of cars parked on the road and generate income to them. Their standard 

response is that the garages are not in a suitable condition. The only current issue area is 

where you turn right out of Bancroft Road. There are sometimes cars parked on the corner 

of this junction reducing visibility but there are no issues on West street when you turn left 

out of Bancroft. I have highlighted the problem area in pink on the attached map and put 

black crosses where the restrictions are not needed. There is literally one car length that 

needs to be double yellow as you turn right out of Bancroft” 
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Location Wrotham - West Street & Bancroft Road 

View Object 

“I object to the planning unless you can provide adequate parking for the residence that live 

in the bungalows especially 38 to 40 W. Street. There is a communal area outside these 

bungalows which could be transferred into parking spaces for these bungalows. I was 

hoping to get your electric car, but as 95% of the time I’m unable to park near my own home 

and have to park in Bancroft Road, this would not be possible for me to get.” 

Location Wrotham - West Street & Bancroft Road 

View Object 

“I have to object to restrictions ONLY because there is no where for these residents to park. I 

live at REDACTED Bancroft and I am disabled , I have difficulty parking some days. This 

could be alleviated by turning the grassed area to parking area , this area is not very well 

kept” 

Location Wrotham - West Street & Bancroft Road 

View Object 

“Parking on West Street is already poor, and those at the end of West Street, particularly 

adjacent Riggs Way suffer the knock on effect. This will only make it worse. The parking 

overall needs to be looked at. There is wasted space, including unused and dilapidated 

garages, grass banks and grassed areas which wpuld be better replaced with additional 

parking areas, with some trees or shrubbery as borders to help retain some bio diversity. 

Adding yellow lines will only encourage poor parking behaviour, and cause nuisance to 

others. If you want to make the right impact, support the community and review the parking 

situation, especially from 3pm onwards to 7pm. Some days Im unable to park outside my 

own house, and with an EV car it reduces my ability to charge the car, so much so I'm 

considering moving back to Petrol or Diesel.” 

 


